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Pennsylvania Law School in 1921. He I have known Judge Egan for over 30 friendly and pleasant to everyone. 
received honorary degrees from George- years and in all that time have had the Philadelphia has lost an outstanding 
town University, LL.D., and from St. highest respect for him as a man, a law- citizen. The Federal courts have lost a 
Joseph's College, L.H.I). yer, and as a judge. He was extremely great jurist. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 12, 1961 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
and was called to order by the Vice Pres
ident. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

God of our fathers and our God, we 
pause this dedicated moment to ac
knowledge that deeper than all else we 
are Thy children, and that supreme over 
every allegiance is our rightful loyalty 
to Thee. 

Behold us here, in this historic forum, 
seeking in a common prayer light upon 
our ways and strength within our hearts. 

We would dedicate ourselves anew to 
the building of a decent, humane, law
abiding world to which Thy reign shall 
come and Thy will be done. 

To this end give us a vision splendid of 
a unified world which denies the divisive 
heresy that east is east, and west is west, 
and never the twain shall meet. 

As this day, in this shrine of freedom, 
Western and Eastern hands are clasped in 
enduring friendship, and in mutual alle
giance to the liberty and dignity of the 
individual under all skies, may there be 
strengthened and expanded bridges of 
understanding and cooperation which 
shall tie together in a resistless crusade 
peoples and lands, one in heart, though 
they be half a world away. 

Give us the grace to be done with the 
tragic trifles which divide Thy children 
on this earth and to say, and to mean-
Join hands then, brothers of the faith, 

Whate'er your race may be; 
Who serves my Father as a son 

Is truly kin to me. 
We ask it in the name of the Elder 

Brother of us all. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
July 11, 1961, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill (H.R. 7265) to 
amend the code of law for the District 
of Columbia so as to provide a new basis 
for determining certain marital prop
erty rights, and for other purposes, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill (H.R. 7265) to amend the code 

of law for the District of Columbia so 

as to provide a new basis for determining 
certain marital property rights, and for 
other purposes, was read twice by its ti
tle and referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 

conjunction with the distinguished mi
nority leader, the Senator from Illinois 
I Mr. DIRKSEN], I suggest the absence of 
a quorum, before the Senate proceeds to 
the Hall of the House of Representa
tives. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ab
sence of a quorum has been suggested; 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO 
HOUSES-ADDRESS BY MOHAM
MAD AYUB KHAN, PRESIDENT OF 
PAKISTAN 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate stand in recess, 
subject to the call of the Chair, for the 
purpose of attending a joint meeting of 
the two Houses. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 12 
o'clock and 12 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
took a recess, subject to the call of the 
Chair. 

Thereupon, the Senate, preceded by 
its Secretary (Felton M. Johnston), its 
Sergeant at Arms (Joseph C. Duke), and 
the Vice President, proceeded to the Hall 
of the House of Representatives for the 
purpose of attending the joint meeting 
to hear the address to be delivered by 
Mohammad Ayub Khan, President of 
Pakistan. 

(For the address delivered by the Pres
ident of Pakistan, see House proceedings 
in today's RECORD.) 

The Senate returned to its Chamber 
at 1 o'clock and 34 minutes p.m., and 
reassembled when called to order by the 
Presiding Officer <Mr. MusKIE in the 
chair). 

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un
der the rule there will be the usual 
morning hour for the transaction of 
routine business. I ask unanimous con
sent that statements in connection there
with be limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

NEEDED: EXPANDED SHIPBUILDING 
ON THE GREAT LAKES-RESOLU
TION 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the com

pletion of the St. Lawrence Seaway, 
creating America's fourth seacoast, 
necessitates taking a new look at the 
commercial and defense potential of the 
Great Lakes region. 

Recognizing its new status, I believe 
there is a real need for greater effort, 
not only to step up flow of trade and 
commerce, but also to expand shipbuild
ing and other maritime activities to 
meet the needs of the times. 

Today, I was privileged to receive 
from Mayor Lawrence M. Hagen, of 
Superior, Wis., a resolution by Alderman 
Thomas Thompson petitioning the Fed
eral Government for assistance in secur
ing shipbuilding contracts for the city of 
Superior. 

In my judgment, this fine community 
is superbly qualified for such work and 
for making a real contribution in this 
field. 

I shall, of course, take the matter up 
with the appropriate agencies. How
ever, I felt it important, once again, to 
bring to the attention of the Senate, 
these special challenges, as well as the 
fast-growing economic significance of 
the Great Lakes region to the economy 
of the country. 

I request unanimous consent to have 
the resolution printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION INTRODUCED BY ALDERMAN 

THOMAS THOMPSON PETITIONING THE FED
ERAL GOVERNMENT FOR ASSISTANCE IN SE
CURING SHIPBUILDING CONTRACTS FOR THE 
CITY OF SUPERIOR 
Whereas the city of Superior is ideally 

situated and equipped for the construction 
of ships; and 

Whereas Superior has been determined to 
be located in a federally designated distressed 
area; and 

Whereas the securing of additional con
tracts for the construction of ships would 
greatly enhance the economic conditions in 
the city of Superior: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Common Council of the 
city of Supe-rior, That the Federal Govern
ment be requested to lend all assistance pos
sible in the securing and awarding of 
shipbuilding contracts to shipbuilding firms 
located within the city of Superior; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That certified copies of this res
olution be sent to Senators ALEXANDER WILEY 
and WILLIAM PROXMmE, and Congressman 
ALVIN O'KONSKI. 

Passed and adopted this 26th day of June 
1961. 

Approved this 27th day of June 196:. 

Attest: 

LAWRENCE M. HAGEN, 
Mayor. 

R. E. McKEAGUE, 
City Clerk. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. TALMADGE, from the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, with amend
ments: 

S. 2197. A bill to amend section 107{a} (3} 
of the Soil Bank Act, as amended (Rept. 
No. 529}. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, without 
amendment: 

H.R. 1986. An act to repeal the provisions 
of section 5 of the act of July 28, 1916, as 
amended, relating to the furnishing of in
formation to the Postmaster General by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission with re
spect to revenue received by r ailroads from 
express companies for the transportation of 
express matter (Rept. No. 530}. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Committee 
on Ru les and Administration, without 
an1endment : 

S. Res. 168. Resolution aut horizing attend
ance of a delegation from the Senate at 
meeting of the Commonwealth Parliamen
tary Association (Rept. No. 535}; 

S. Res. 169. Resolution to print as a Sen
ate document a committee print of a "Study 
Mission to Eastern (American) Samoa" 
(Rept. No. 533); 

S. Res. 170. Resolution suggesting suitable 
forms for certificates of appointment or 
election of Senators (Rept. No. 534); 

S. Con. Res. 29. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing attendance of delegations from the 
Senate and House of Representatives at 
meeting of the Commonwealth Parliamen
t ary Association (Rept. No. 535); 

H. Con. Res. 308. Concurrent resolution pro
viding for additional copies of parts 1, 2, and 
3 of hearings entitled "Communist Training 
Operations--Communist Activities and Pro
paganda Among Youth Groups" (Rept. No. 
536); 

H. Con. Res. 309. Concurrent resolution pro
viding for additional copies of hearings en
t itled "The Northern California District of 
the Communist Party-structure-Objec
t ives-Leadership" (Rept. No. 537); 

H. Con. Res. 320. Concurrent resolution au
t horizing the printing of the inaugural ad
dresses of the Presidents as a House docu
ment and providing for additional copies 
(Rept. No. 539); 

H. Con. Res. 327. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of House Document No. 198 of the 84th Con
gress, entitled "The Commission on Inter
governmental Relations" (Rept. No. 540); 
and 

H .J. Res. 392. Joint resolution to amend 
t he joint resolution of March 25, 1953, relat
ing to electrical and mechanical office equip
ment for the use of Members, officers, and 
committees of the House of Representatives 
to provide that Members having constituen
cies of 500,000 shall be entitled to an addi
tional $500 worth of equipment; to increase 
t he number of electric typewriters which 

may be furnished Members; and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 541). 

By Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Committee 
on Rules and Administration, with an 
amendment : 

S. Res. 165. Resolution to print "The Con
stitution of the United States of America, 
Approved by the Continental Congress," and 
so fort h, as a Senate document (Rept. No. 
531); and 

H. Con. Res. 311. Concurrent resolution pro
viding for additional copies of House Docu
ment 336, 86th Congress, 2d session, en
titled "Facts on Communism-Volume I, 
the Communist Ideology" (Rept. No. 538); 

H. Con. Res. 342. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing as a House document 
of the tributes extended to the Honorable 
SAM RAYBURN; and providing for additional 
copies (Rept. No. 532). 

LUCY LEE SILCOX WOOD-REPORT 
OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, re
ported an original resolution · (S. Res. 
176) to pay a gratuity to Lucy Lee Silcox 
Wood, which was placed on the calendar, 
as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
hereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Lucy Lee Silcox Wood, widow of Harlan 
Wood, an employee of the Senate at the time 
of his death, a sum equal to nine months' 
compensation at the rate he was receiving 
by law at the time of his death, said sum 
to be considered inclusive of funeral ex
penses and all other allowances. 

JACQUELINE E. AUCHAMPAUGH
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration, re
ported an original resolution (S. Res. 
177) to pay a gratuity to Jacqueline E. 
Auchampaugh, which was placed on the 
calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
hereby is authorized and directed to pay, 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to 
Jacqueline E. Auchampaugh, widow of Lee 
M. Auchampaugh, an employee of the Sen
ate at the time of his death, a sum equal 
to five months' compensation at the rate he 
was receiving by law at the time of his 
death, said sum to be considered inclusive 
of funeral expenses and all other allowances. 

DATE OF COMMENCEMENT OF 
TERM OF SERVICE OF JOHN G. 
TOWER, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
TEXAS-REPORT OF A COMMIT
TEE (S. REPT. NO. 542) 
Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Commit

tee on Rules and Ad:rpinistration, re-

ported an original resolution (S. Res. 
178) to establish the date of the com
mencement of the term of service of 
JoHN G. TowER, a U.S. Senator from 
the State of Texas, and submitted a re
port thereon, which resolution was 
placed on the calendar, as follows: 

Whereas the certificate of JoHN G. TowER, 
chosen a Senator on May 27, 1961, during 
the present session of the 87th Congress, 
by the qualified electors of the State of 
Texas to fill the vacancy in the term end
ing at noon on the third day of January 1967, 
caused by the resignation of Honorable 
LYNDON B. JoHNsoN, states that he was 
"duly chosen • • • to represent said State 
in the Senate of the United States for an 
unexpired term beginning on the 13th day 
of June nineteen hundred sixty-one and 
expiring on the third day of January, nine
teen hundred sixty-seven"; and 

Whereas under title 2, section 36, of the 
United States Code (49 Stat. 23), and 
precedents of the Senate based thereon, 
salaries of Senators elected during a ses
sion to succeed appointees shall commence 
on the day they qualify; and 

Whereas the said JoHN G. ToWER on June 
15, 1961, duly qualified by taking, in the 
open Senate, as provided by rule II, the 
oath required by the Constitution and pre
scribed by law, and has subscribed to the 
same: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the term of the service 
of the said JOHN G. TOWER shall be deemed 
to have commenced on the 15th day of 
June 1961. 

REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON 
REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL 
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES-FED
ERAL EMPLOYMENT AND PAY 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 

as chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Reduction of Nonessential Federal Ex
penditures, I submit a report on Federal 
employment and pay for the month of 
May 1961. In accordance with the prac
tice of several years standing, I ask 
unanimous consent to have the report 
printed in the RECORD, together with a 
statement by me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The report and statement are as 
follows: 
FEDERAL PERSONNEL IN EXECUTIVE BRANCH, 

MAY 1961 AND APRIL 1961, AND PAT, APRIL 
1961 AND MARCH 1961 

PERSONNEL AND PAY SUMMARY 
(See table I) 

Information in monthly personnel reports 
for May 1961 submitted to the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Fed
eral Expenditures is summarized as follows: 

Civilian personnel in execu tive branch Payroll (in thousands) in executive branch 

Total and mnjor categories 
In May In April Increase ( +) In April In March Increase ( +) 

numbered numbered or was was or 
decrease (- ) decrease (-) 

Toto I t_ ------ ______ ------ __ ----- _______ _____ _______________ ______ ____________________ _ 2, 386,282 2,377, 685 +8,597 $1, 063,132 $1, 197, 066 -$133,934 

1, 345, 661 1, 339,939 +5, 72'2 592, 337 661,900 -69,563 
1, 040,621 1, 037,746 + 2, 875 470, 795 535, 166 -64,371 

2, 224, 422 2, 216, 633 + 7, 789 -------------- -------------- --------------161,860 161, 052 +808 -------------- -------------- --------------
563, 170 561,712 + 1,458 -------------- -------------- --------------
171,003 171,116 -113 24,745 25, 488 -743 

Agencies exclusive of Department of Defense------ ------- -------------------------
Department of Defense._--------- __ __ ___ ---- --- -------- - - -- - ------------- - -~ ____ _ 

~~~~ll~~~~==~==l'==~~l'==~~l===~~ 

~~i:~}f!~~!lr~~-:~===============================:::::: ::::::::::::::::: 
Foreign nationa1s- ----------- - -- ------------------ - --- - --- ----------------------- - ----~=~=:=:=.:=l=~===l==~~~ =~~;;;;;l;~~;;;;l;,;;;;;;~~ 

I Exclusive of foreign nationals shown in the last line of this summar)". 
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Table I breaks down the above figures on 

employment and pay by agencies. 
Table III breaks down the above employ

ment figures to show the number outside the 
United States by agencies. 

ment figures to show the number in indus
trial-type activities by agencies. 

Table II breaks down the above employ~ 
ment figures to show the number inside the 
United States by agencies. 

Table IV breaks down the above employ-
Table V shows foreign nationals by agen

cies not included in tables I, II, III, and IV. 

TABLE I.-Consolidated table of Federal pe1·sonnel inside and outside the United States ernployed by the execltlive agencies d'Uring 111ay 1961, 
and cornparison with Ap?·il1961, and pay jo1· April1961, and cornparison with Mm·ch 1961 

Personnel P ay (in thousands) 
Department or agency 

May 

Executive departments (except Department of Defense): 
Agriculture. ___ ------------- -- ________ ---- __ ------- __ ----- __ --------- 91, 906 
Commerce 1 ___ ____ ___________ ------ _ _ --------- __ ----- ---------------- 29, 199 
Health, Education, and Welfare .•. ---------------------------------- 68,302 
Interior------- ____ -----_-------- __ ------- __________ -----_____________ 54, 219 
Justice ___________ ------- __ ._----- __ _ ----- _____ ------ __ ----- __ -------- 30, 387 
Labor _____ ---------- ________________________ ---- ____ ---- _____ ---_---- 7, 888 
Post Office ___________ --- --- ____ ------------- ___ -- __ ----- __ ----------- 575, 022 
State 2 3-------------------------------------------------------------- 38,204 

Exe;~~~~urJti:iceoi iiiiii>resi"2ie.rii:- ------------------ --------------------- 1 
80• 355 

White House Office ______________________ ___ ___ ---------------------- 411 
Bureau of the Budget-------------- -------- -- ------------------------ 465 
Council of Economic Advisers_---- ------------------------------ --- - 38 
Executive Mansion and Grounds---- --------------- ----------- ---- -- 71 
National Aeronautics and Space CounciL.---------------- --------- - , 3 
National Security CounciL------------ ------------------------------ 59 
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization_____________________________ 1, 784 
President's Committee on Fund Raising Within the Federal Service 6_ ------------

April 

88,993 
29,268 
67,937 
52,998 
30,390 

7,197 
573,503 
37,880 
83,038 

408 
457 
36 
70 
3 

60 
1, 791 

3 

Increase Decrease 

2, 913 -- ------- - --
------------ 69 

365 - -----------
1,221 ------------

------------ 3 
691 ------------

1,519 ------------
324 ------------

- ----------- 2,683 

3 ------------
8 
2 
1 

1 
7 
3 

6 
Independent agencies: 

Advisory Comn?ssion OJ?- Interg~vernmental R~lations ______________ , 13 19 ------------
Alaska InternatiOnal Rail and Highway Comrmssion______ ____ ______ 3 3 ------------ ------------
American Battle Monuments Commission_____________ ___________ __ 443 447 
Atomic Energy Commission______________ ___ ___ ___________ __________ 6, 22 6, 871 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System_----------------- 597 592 
Civil Aeronautics Bo:lrd___________ ______ ______ __ ______ ________ ______ 754 750 
Civil Service Commission._----------------------------------------- 3, 711 3, 716 

------------ 4 
------------ 49 

5 ------------
4 --------- - --

------------ 5 
Civil War Centennial Commission. _- - -- ---------------------------- 7 7 ------------ ------------

gg::_{~~i~~ ~~ .FJl~~i~I~il-ts======== ===== ============================ ' s~ 1~ Development Loan Fund___ _________________________________________ 149 150 
E:q)ort-Import Bank of Washington_________________________________ 251 247 
Farm Credit Administration_________________________________________ 235 236 

----------3- ============ 
------------ 1 

4 ------------
------------ 1 

Federal Aviation Agency_------------------------------------------- 41,872 41,522 350 ------------
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review_ _____ __ ______ ____ _____ __ _ 7 7 ------------ ------------
Federal Communications Commission_____ _____ _______ ____________ __ 1, 348 1,355 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation____ _________________ ___ __ ____ 1, 254 1, 251 ------- ---3- ------------
Federal Home Loan Bank Board.------------------------------------ 1, 099 1, 091 8 ------------

~~~:~:} ~~!~tl?~;~~~~g~:!~~~~~~~~~-e-t~~-c~---~ ================= = === ~ ~g ~~~ ~ ============ 
Federal Trade Commission__________________________________________ 808 808 ------- ----- ------------
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission________ _____________________ 56 55 1 ------------
General Accounting Office.---------------------------------------- -- 4,822 4,836 - -- ----- - --- 14 
General Services Administration_____ ______ _____ _____________________ 29,712 29,602 110 - -----------
Government Contract Committee ___________________________________ ------------ ------------ ------------ -- --------- -
Government Printing Office__ ____ _____________ ___ ___ ___ _____ ________ 6, 666 6, 658 8 ------------
Housing and B.ome Finance AgencY------ ---- ----------------------- 11,289 11,194 95 ------------
Indian Clain1s Commission·----------- --- ------- --- ---------- --- ---- 16 15 1 ------------
Interstate Commerce Commission .. -- ---- --------------------------- 2, 365 2,370 ------------ 5 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration_____________________ 16,703 16, 560 143 ------------
National Capital Housing Authority--------------------------------- 392 392 ------------ ------------
National Capital Planning Commission___________ __ ____ __ ___________ 49 49 ------------ ------------
National Capital Transportation Agency __ -------------------------- 20 20 ------------ ------------
National Gallery of Art .. ----------------- --------------------------- 323 324 ------------
National Labor Relations Board·------------------------------------ 1, 783 1, 775 8 ------------
National Mediation Board ... -------- -------------------------------- 122 116 6 ------------

~~~~~o~!~~~~~~i~~We~~:~-R"e;ie";Oommissioii_-:=========:::::~ 7~~ 6~~ 1
g ============ 

Panama CanaL.-------------------------------- --- ---------------- - 14, 196 14,129 67 ------------
President's Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity________ 25 25 ------------ ------------
Railroad Retirement Board______________________ ____ ________________ 2,165 2,171 ------------ 6 
Renegotiation Board.--- ----- --------------------- -- ----------------- 273 274 ------------ 1 
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation_________ ___ ___ ______ 162 162 
SecW"ities and Exchange Commission .• ~--------------------~-------- 1, 051 1, 048 
Selective Service System ... ---~-------------------------------------- 6,595 6, 585 
Small Business Administration__________ ____________________________ 2,499 6 2, 427 
Smithsonian Institution _____ _________ __ ______ ___________________ ____ 1,103 1, 094 
Soldiers' Home __ ---------------------------------------------------- 1, 038 1, 030 
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida Water Study Com-

----------6- ============ 
10 ----------- -
72 ------------
9 -- ------ - -- -
8 ------------

April 

$40,168 
15,392 
32,159 
25,985 
17,351 
3,726 

232,245 
17, 151 
40,981 

242 
381 
39 
30 

2 
44 

1,130 
3 

9 
2 

76 
4, 319 

341 
487 

2,018 
5 
4 

44 
101 
152 
151 

23,393 
4 

808 
701 
624 
263 
535 
516 
37 

2,675 
12,265 

8 
3,299 
6,142 

14 
1,392 

10,902 
-151 
. 30 

8 
118 

1,074 
93 

376 
31 

6,748 
12 

1,053 
212 
92 

634 
1,857 
1,362 

479 
320 

March 

$43,014 
17,495 
36,215 
29,099 
19,730 
4,306 

259,101 
18,664 
46,120 

(') 

254 
395 
36 
36 

51 
1,285 

3 

9 
2 

84 
4, 938 

399 
557 

2,280 
5 
5 

48 
110 
173 
169 

26,697 
4 

912 
814 
708 
299 
607 
604 
39 

3, 075 
14,080 

18 
3,612 
7, 011 

15 
1,595 

12,395 
165 
34 
8 

138 
1,215 

98 
446 
34 

4,856 
--·---------

1,184 
214 
97 

725 
2,126 
1,569 

549 
331 

mission .. ---------------------------------------------------------- 50 50 - --- ------ -- ------------ 34 37 
Subversive Activities Control Board________ _________________________ 27 27 --- --- ----- - ------------ 21 23 
Tariff Commission ____________ ______ _____ ________ ______________ ___ __ 266 267 ------- ----- 190 192 
Tax Court of the United States.------------------------------------- 149 149 - ------ ----- ------------ 104 117 

~~:-;s::t~~~f~ctttg~~1~Is5ion::=== ======== ==== =============== ==== = 16, s~g 15, 9~~ --- - ---- ~~~- ============ s, 3g~ 9, 3~~ 
~e~/~~{~.r~d~~~i~f.;~~~~============================================ 1~g; ~~~ 1~g; ~~~ --------ioi- ---------~~- 6~: ~~g 1~: ~~~ 
Virgin Islands Corporation ___ _______ _____ _________________ __________ 1,032 1,024 8 ---- - --- ---- 172 198 

Increase Decrease 

------------ $2,846 
------------ 2,103 
------------ 4,056 
------------ 3,114 
------------ 2,379 

===========·= 
580 

26,856 
------------ 1,513 
------------ 5,139 

------------ 12 
------- ----- 14 

$3 ------------
- ----------- 6 

2 ------------
------------ 7 
------------ 155 

8 
619 
58 
70 

262 

1 
4 
9 

21 
18 

3,304 

104 
113 
84 
36 
72 
88 
2 

400 
1,815 

10 
313 
869 
- 1 

203 
1,493 

14 
4 

-- ---------- 20 
------------ 141 
------------ ~ 5 
------------ 70 
--------- -- - 3 

1,892 ----- -------
12 ------------

------------ 131 
------------ 2 
------------ 5 
------------ 91 
-- --------- - 269 
------------ 207 
------------ 70 
------------ 11 

3 
2 
2 

13 
1, 010 

3 
558 

10,055 
2S 

1-------!--------I-------I-------I--------I-------I-------I-------
Totalh excluding Department of Defense________ ___________________ 1,345, 661 1,339,939 8, 619 2, 897 592,337 661,900 1, 909 71,472 

_-etc an~,excludingDcpartmcntofDe~w- .. ------------------b·=--=·=·=--=·=·=--=-ili·=·=·=--=-=·=--=·=--d=~~~=5~,67=22~~~=6-=-=·=-·=·=--=·=·=·-~=--=-=· =-·=·=--=·=-~-~~~~~6~~tl~~=~~~= 
See footnotes at end of table. 
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TABLE I.-Consolidated table of Federal personnel inside and outside the United States employed by the executive agencies during llfay 1961, 

and comparison with April1961, and pay for April1961, and comparison with March 1961-Continued 

Personnel Pay (in thousands) 
Department or agency 

May April Increase Decrease Aplil March Increase Decrease _._ 

Department of Defense: 
Office of the Secretary of Defense---------------------------------- -- $1,324 $1,495 ------------ $171 
Department of the Army_------------------------------------------- 170, 811 193, 689 -- ---------- 22, 878 

E~~:~~:~~~ ~f :: r~"l<>r-oo~-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1 

~~: ~~ ~:: ~~ :::::::::::: ~~: ~~ 
I-------I--------I-----I·-----I--------I-------I--------I·--------

Total, Department of Defense------------------------------------- 1, 040,621 1, 037,746 3, 291 416 470,795 535,166 ------------ 64,371 
Net change, Department of Defense.------------------------------ ------------ ------------ 2, 875 ------------ ------------ $64.371 

Grand total, including Department of Defenses___ _______ __________ 2, 386,282 2, 377,685 11,910 j'====3=, =31=3=!==1=,=0=63=,=1=32=!'=1,=1=9=7,=0=6=6=!===1==, 90=9='ljl==1==3=5==, 8=4=3 
Net change, including Department of Defense _______ ______________ ------------ ------------ 8, 597 ------------ -------- - --- 133,934 

I I 
1 May figure includes 165 seamen on the rolls of the Maritime Administration and 

their pay. 
2 May figure includes 14,450 employees of the International Cooperation Adminis

tration, as compared with 14,256 in April and their pay. These ICA figures include 
employees who are paid from foreign currencies deposited by foreign governments 
in a trust fund for this purpose. The May figure includes 3,548 of these trust fund 
employees and the April figure includes 3,512. 

a May figure includes 165 employees of the Peace Corps as compared with 87 in 
April and their pay. 

4 Less than $500. 
4 Abolished by Executive Order 10927 dated Mar. 20, 1961. 
6 Revised on basis of later information. 
1 Subject to revision. 
s Exclusive of personnel and pay of the Central Intelligence Agency and the 

National Security Agency. 

TABLE H.--Federal personnel inside the United States employed by the execut-ive agencies dw·ing Jlrfafj 1961, and compm·ison with April1961 

Department or agency May April In- De- Department or agency May April In- De-
crease crease crease crease 

-----------------------------I-------I-------I-----I-------II--------------------------I---------------------
Executive departments (except Department 

of Defense): 
Agriculture._-----------------------------
Commerce 1 __ -- _ -- _- _ ---------------------
Health, Education, and Welfare __________ _ 
Interior __ --------------------------------
Justice.-------------------------- -- ------ 
Labor __ -_--------------------------------
Post Office.------------------------------
State 2 a-----------------------------------
Treasury ____ ---"' ______ _ -- __ -----_---------

Executive Office of the President: White House Office ______________________ _ 
Bw·eau of the Budget- --------------------Council of Economic Advisers ____________ _ 
Executive Mansion and Grounds._------
National Aeronautics and Space CounciL_ 
National Security Council._-------------
Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization._ 
President's Committee on Fund Raising 

90,882 
28,623 
67,841 
53,741 
30,059 

7, 790 
573,706 

9,666 
79,786 

411 
465 
38 
71 
3 

59 
1, 784 

Within the Federal Service •------------ ---------
Independent agencies: 

Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations .. _________ ----_--------

Alaska I!tt~rnational Rail and Highway CommiSSion __________________ ---- ______ _ 
American Battle Monuments Commis-sion ____________________________________ _ 

Atomic Energy Commission.------- ---- -
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System _______________ ___ _______________ _ 
Civil Aeronautics Board.------------- ----Civil Service Commission ________________ _ 
Civil War Centennial Commission _______ _ 
Commission on Fine Arts ________________ _ 
Commission on Civil Rights _____________ _ 
Development Loan Fund ________________ _ 
Export-Import Bank of Washington ______ _ 
Farm Credit Administration _____________ _ 
Federal Aviation Agency ____________ ____ _ _ 
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Re-

view __ ------ --- -------------------------
Federal Communications Commission ___ _ 
Federal Deposit Insmance Corporation.-
Federal Home Loan Bank Board .... ~----
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Serv-

ice. _____ --------------------------------Federal Power Commission ______________ _ 
Federal Trade Commission _______________ _ 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission __ _ 
General Accounting Office ________________ _ 
General Services Administration.---------
Government Printing Office ______________ _ 
llousing and Home Finance Agency _____ _ 

13 

10 
6, 786 

597 
753 

3, 708 
7 
6 

81 
149 
251 
235 

40,903 

7 
1,346 
1, 252 
1,099 

345 
870 
808 

54 
4, 751 

29,712 
6,666 

11,143 

87,982 2,900 ------63 28,686 ----375-67,466 --------
52,524 1,217 --------
30,059 -------- --------

7,111 679 --------
572,205 1, 501 --------

9, 561 105 
82,460 2,674 

408 3 
457 8 
36 2 
70 1 
3 -------- --------

60 
1, 791 

3 

19 

3 -------- --------
12 2 

6,835 49 

592 5 --------
749 4 

3, 713 5 
7 -------- --------
6 -------- --------

78 3 
150 1 
247 4 -------i 
236 ---·a:si-40,552 --------

7 -------- --------
1,353 
1, 249 3 
1,091 8 

341 4 
865 5 
808 -------- --------

53 1 ------i4 4, 765 
29,602 110 

6,658 8 --------
11,049 94 --------

1 May fig me includes 165 seamen on the rolls of the Maritime Administration. 
2 May figme includes 2,062 employees of the International Cooperation Administra

tion, as compared with 2,041 in April. 
a May fl.gw·e includes 164 employees of ihe Peace Corps as compared 'vith 87 in 

April. 

Ind~d~~n61~'f:';~~~~l~~-e-~ __ _____ -----
Interstate Commerce Commission ________ _ 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-istration __________ ______________________ _ 
National Capital Housing Authority _____ _ 
National Capital Planning Commission __ _ 
National Capital Transportation Agency __ 
National Gallery of Art_ __ _______________ _ 
National Labor Relations Board _________ _ 
National Mediation Board ______ _________ _ 
National Science Foundation _____________ _ 
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review Commission .. __________ ________________ _ 
Panama CanaL __________________________ _ 
President's Committee on Equal Employ-

ment Opportunity __ --------------------Railroad Retirement Board ______________ _ 
Renegotiation Board.----------- -- ___ -----
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-

poration ____________ ---------------------
Securities and Exchange Commission ____ _ 
Selective Service System _________________ _ 
Small Business Administration.----- ------Smithsonian Institution __________ ________ _ 
Soldiers' Home _______ -------------- __ ----_ 
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and 

Florida Water Study Commission ______ _ 
Subversive Activities Control Board _____ _ 
Tariff Commission. ___ ------- --------- ___ _ 
Tax Court of the United States ___________ _ 
Tennessee Valley Authority ______________ _ 
Texas Water Study Commission _________ _ 
U.S. Information Agency----------------
Veterans' Administration_----------------

16 
2,365 

16,694 
392 
49 
20 

323 
l , 752 

122 
696 

45 
217 

25 
2165 
, 273 

162 
1,054 
6,438 
2,467 
1,095 
1, 038 

50 
27 

266 
149 

16,504 
50 

2,874 
172,582 

15 
2, 370 

16,551 
392 
49 
20 

324 
1, 746 

116 
680 

42 
270 

25 
2,171 

274 

162 
1,048 
6,428 

6 2,395 
1,085 
1,030 

50 
27 

267 
149 

15,993 
50 

2,818 
172,474 

Total, excluding Department of Defense. 1, 286, 300 1, 280, 943 
Net increase, excluding Department of 

Defense._------------------ ----------- ---------- ----------

Department of Defense: 
Office of the Secretary of Defense _________ _ 
Department of the Army _________________ _ 
Department of the Navy _________________ _ 
Department of the Air Force--------------

1, 914 
336,889 
322,710 
276,609 

1, &78 
334,411 
322,429 
276,972 

1 
5 

143 --------

6 
6 

16 

3 

6 
10 
72 
10 

8 

53 

6 
1 

34 
108 --------

8, 291 2, 934 

5,357 

36 --------
2, 478 ---- ----

281 --------
363 

Total, Department of Defense___________ 938, 122 935,690 2, 795 363 

~:~~c:::~: :::::n~:~=::::-~~- ---------~ ---------- 2,4

1

32 

Defense._ ----------------------------- 2, 224, 422 2, 216, 633 11, 086 3, 297 
et increase, including Department of 
Defense ___ ____________________________ --------- - ---------- 7,789 

'Abolished by Executive Order 10927 dated Mar. 20, 1961. 
6 Revised on basis of later information. 

I 
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.. TABLE 111:-Fede.ral -per.sonnel-o1dside the United States e-mployed by the executive agencies during May. 1961-, and comparison ,with ·, . 
April1961 

Department or agency May April In· De-
crease crease 

---------------1-----------
Executive departments (except Department of 

Defense): 
Agriculture .. ----------------------------
Commerce •• --------------- ---------------
Health, Education, and Welfare •••••••••.• 
Interior .•••• ---------------------~--------
Justice. ___ --.---------------.-------------
Labor-------------.-- ••• -----------------
Post Office.------------------------------
State I 2_ ---------------------------------
Treasury __ ••• -_ ••.•.•.•.••••.••• ---•••• ---

Independent agencies: 
American Battle Monuments Commis-sion •. _. __ •••• _____ • ____ __ _ • ______ • _____ • 
Atomic Energy Commission.-------------Civil Aeronautics Board _________________ _ 
Civil Service Commission ________________ _ 
Federal Aviation Agency _________________ _ 
Federal Communications Commission.--
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ..• 
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission __ _ 
General Accounting Office.--------------
Housing and Home Finance Agency_----
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-istration _______________________ • ________ _ 
National Labor Relations Board _________ _ 
National Science Foundation _____________ _ 

1,024 
576 
461 
478 
328 
98 

1, 316 
28,538 

569 

433 
36 
1 
3 

969 
2 
2 
2 

71 
146 

9 
31 
5 

1,011 
582 
471 
474 
331 
86 

1,298 
28,319 

578 

435 
36 

. l 
. 3 
970 

2 
2 
2 

71 
145 

13 --------
6 

-------- 10 
4 --------

-------- 3 
12 --------
18 -------· 

219 --------
9 

2 

-------- -------i 

1 --------

9 -------- --------
29 2 --------
5 

1 May figure includes 12,388 employees of the International Cooperation Adminis
tration, as compared with 12,215 in April. These ICA figures include employees who 
are paid from foreign currencies deposited by foreign governments in a trust fund for 

Department or agency May April In- De· 
crease crease 

---------------1-----------
Independent agencies-Continued 

Panama CanaL---------------------------
Selective Service System ••• ---------------Small Business Administration. __________ _ 
Smithsonian Institution __________________ _ 
Tennessee Valley AuthoritY---------------U.S. Information Agency _________________ _ 
Veterans' Administration. _______________ _ 
Virgin Islands Corporation _______________ _ 

13,979 
157 
32 
8 
6 

8,012 
1,037 
1,032 

13,859 
157 
32 
9 
3 

8,008 
1,044 
1,024 

Total, excluding Department of Defense. 59, 361 58, 996 
Net increase, excluding Department of 

Defense.------------------------------ ---------- ----------

120 --------

-------- --------
-------- 1 

3 --------
4 --------

-------- 7 
8 --------

404 

365 

39 

Department of Defense: . 
Office of the Secretary of Defense__________ « 41 3 --------
Department of the ArmY------------------ 51,222 50,848 374 -·-····· 
Department of the Navy__________________ 22,390 22,271 119 . --------
Department of the Air Force •..••••••••••. __ 28_,_84_.a ___ 28_,_s9_6 ______ 53_ 

Total, Department of Defense___________ 102,499 102,056 496 53 
Net increase,_ Department of Defense .••• ---------- ---------- 443 

Orand total, including Department of = = =1= 
· Defense ••• ---------------------------- 161,860 161,052 900 92 

Net increase, including Department of · 
Defense.------------------------------ ---------- ---------- 808 

I 

this purpose. The May figure includes 3,548 of these trust fund employees and the 
April figure includes 3,512. 

2 May figure includes 1 employee of the Peace Corps. 

TABLE IV.-Indust1·ial employees of the Federal Government inside and outside the United States employed by the executive agencies dw·ing 
May 1961, and comparison with April1961 

Department or agency Department or agency May April In- De-
crease crease 

May April In- De-
crease crease 
------ ------

Executive departments (except Department of Department o! Defense: 
Defense) 

Agriculture. _- ---------------------------
Commerce .••. ---- •••• _ ...•••• -----------. 
Interior .. ---------------------------------
Post Office.---------- ___ .. ------. __ ------. 
Treasury .• ----- •..• -- •.••••••. -....••••.•. 

Independent agencies: 
Atomic Energy Commission . .•••.•.•••••• Federal Aviation Agency _________________ _ 
General Services Administration.--------
Government Printing Office .•. -----------
Natlonal Aeronautics and Space Admin-

istration. ___ ••.•••••••...•••.•• _ •••••• -.. 
Panama CanaL--------------------------
St. Lawrence Seaway Development Cor-

poration •..••••..•.. -- ... ------------- •• -Tennessee Valley Authority ______________ _ 
Virgin Islands Corporation •• --------------

3,649 3,547 102 --------
5,676 5,634 42 --------
8,083 8,021 62 

233 ·235 2 
5,156 5,126 30 

245 239 6 
1,807 1, 795 12 
1,443 1, 405 38 
6,666 6,658 8 

16,703 16,560 143 
7,078 7,002 76 

128 128 -------- --------
13, 646 13, 153 493 --------
1,032 1, 024 8 ----------------------

Total, excluding Department of Defense. 71, 545 70, 527 1, 020 2 
Net increase, excluding Department of 

Defense.·--- -------------------------- ---------- ---------- 1, 018 ===I= 
1 Subject to revision. 2 Revised on basis of later information. 

Department of the Army: 
Inside the United States ..•.•.••.•.••• 1137,100 2136,087 1,013 Outside the United States _____________ 14,500 ~ 4, 507 7 

Department of the Navy: 
Inside the United States •••••.••••.••• 198,872 198,949 77_ 
Outside the United States ..••••.••.••• 475 474 1 --------Department of the Air Force: 
Inside the United States •••••.•..••••• 149,138 149,634 496 
Outside the United States .••....•..••• 1,540 1,534 6 ----------------------

Total, Department of Defense_______ 491,625 491,185 1, 020 580 
Net increase, Department of Defense. ---------- ---------- 440 

Orand total, including Department = = =1= 
of Defense ... ---------------------- 563,170 561,712 2, 040 582 

Net increase, including Department 
of Defenso _________________________ ---------- ---------- 1, 458 

. 

TABLE V.-Fm·eign nationals wm·king under U.S. agencies overseas, excluded from tables 1 th?-ough IV of this 1·eport whose services 
are provided by contractual agreement between the United States and foreign governments or because of the natu1·e of their w~rk or the sou1·ce 
of funds from which they are paid, as of ]fay 1961, and comparison with April1961 ' 

Total Army 
Country 

Air Force 
National Aeronautics 
and Space Adminis

tration 
1----.....---·---1---------,--------------------,,-------1----,------

May April May April May April May April May April 
-------·----·----------------------------------1-----1-----1-----1----

============ ============ ============· ============ ---------32" ---------32" ------------ ------------51 50 
3, 298 3,298 
3, 760 3,840 

12, 738 12, 7 40 
272 276 

20, 458 20, 512 

------------ ------------ ---------19" ---------19" 
----·is~o22- -----17~884- 5 6 

67, 251 67, 406 61 58 

Australia....................................... 1 1 
Canada.--------------------------------------- 32 32 
Crete........................................... 51 50 
England........................................ 3, 317 3, 317 
France .. -----------····--------·-······-·-····· 21, 787 21, 730 
Germany---------------·············· ········- 80, 050 80,204 
Greece .• -------------------------------------- 272 276 Japan·---------------------------------------- 55,763 55,669 ---·-2o~312- -----2ii;ii81- -----i4;993· -----15;ii76-
~~r~~00~-.-:::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::: 6, 218 6, 263 6, 218 6, 263 __ _ 

~~~~~~~~~~============================== 2, ~! 2, 8~ ============ ============ ---~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~ ------i;9~r ------2;ii!f :::::::::::: :::::::::::: 
s di Ar b. 24 ------------ ------------ ---- ------ - - ----------- - 24 24 ------------ ---------- - -

i!~idad~-~==·--·----------------====== 59g 60g :::::::::::: :::::::::::: --------599· --------606- ----------~- ----------~- :::::::::::: :::::::::::: 
TotaL--------------------------------- 1-~17-1-,-~-~--17_1_,-ll-6~---11-1-,~-~---11-1-,63-4~---~-~-5-3-0~---l-~-6-2-I~---~-.-66-9-~--42-,-8-~-~----J----
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STATEMENT BY MR. BYRD OF VIRGINIA 

Executive agencies of the Federal Govern
ment reported civilian employment, iiJ. the 
month of May totaling 2,386,282. This was 
a net increase of 8,597 compared with em
ployment reported in the preceding month 
of April. ' 

Civilian employment reported by the ex
ecu t ive agencies of the Federal Government, 
by months in fiscal year 1961, which began 
J uly 1, 1960, follows: 

Month 

1900-July _____ __ __ _ 
Au gust_ _____ _ 
September. ... 
October ___ _ -__ 
November. ... 
December ___ _ 

1961-J anuary __ ___ _ 
February ____ _ 
March _______ _ 
ApriL ...... . May ________ _ 

Employment Increase Decrease 

2, 382, 549 
2,384, 933 
2, 364,636 
2, 360,534 
2, 360,667 
2, 356, 737 
2, 352,837 
2, 358; 141 
2, 365, 230 
2, 377,685 
2,386, 282 

-- -- ------ 125 
2, 384 -- - ------ -

20, 297 
- - - - - - ---- 4,102 

133 -------- --
3,930 
3, 900 

5, 304 
7,089 

12, 455 
8, 597 

Total Federal employment in civilian agen
cies for the month of May was 1,345,661, an 
increase of 5,722 as compared with the April 
total of 1,339,939. Total civilian employment 
in the military agencies in May was 1,040,621, 
an increase of 2,875 as compared with 1,037,-
746 in April. 

Civilian agencies reporting the larger in
creases were Agriculture Department with 

~.913, Post Office Department with 1,519, 
Interior Department with 1,221, Labor De
partment with 691, and Tennessee Valley Au
thority with 514. The · largest decrease was 
reported by the Treasury Department with 
2,683. Increases in the Departments of Agri
culture and Interior were largely seasonal. 

In the Department of Defense, increases 
in civilian employment were reported by the 
Department of the Army with 2,852, and 
the Department of the Navy with 400. The 
Depa rtment of the Air Force reported a 
decrease of 416. 

Inside the United States civilian employ
ment increased 7,789, and outside the United 
States civilian employment increased 808. 
Industrial employment by Federal agencies 
in May totaled 563,170, an increase of 1,458. 

These figures are from reports certified by 
the agencies as compiled by the Joint Com
mittee on Reduction of Nonessential Federal 
Expenditures. 

FOREIGN NATIONALS 
The total of 2,386,282 civilian employees 

certified to the committee by Federal agen
cies in their regular monthly personnel re
ports includes some foreign nationals em
ployed in U.S. Government activities abroad, 
but in addition to these there were 171,003 
foreign nationals working for U.S. agencies 
overseas during May who were not counted 
in the usual personnel reports. The number 
in April was 171,116. A breakdown of this 
employment for May follows: 

Country T otal Army Navy Air F orce 
National Aero

nau tics and 
Space Admin

istration 

Australia__ _______ _____ _________ 1 
Canada ________ _____ ___________ 32 -- - --- ---------- -------- - --- - --- 32 - ---- -----------
Crete--- --- - ---- - -- -- --- - ----- - - 51 --- --- - --- ------ - - --- - - - - --- - --- 51 ----- -----------England____ __ ___ ______ ___ ______ 3, 317 
France __ - - -- --- ----- - -- -- -- - --- 21,787 

-- - ---- - -- - ----- 19 3, 298 ----------- ---- -
18, 022 5 3, 760 ----------------

Germany------ - - --- --- ----- ---- 80, 050 67,251 61 12, 738 ------- -------- -
Greece _____ --- --------- --- -- --__ 272 --- ------------- --- -- -- - -- - ----- 272 ----- - - - --- - --- -
J apan __ - - - - - - - - - ----------- -- - - 55, 763 
K orea_------ -- -- -- -- -- --------- 6, 218 

20, 312 14,993 20,458 --- --- ---- - - -- --
6, 218 ---- -- - --- - - ---- ------- ------ --- -------- --------

M orocCO------- -------- - -- - - - - -- 2, 840 
Netherlands-- -- -- --- -- --------- 44 

-- -- - - - - --- ----- 853 1, 987 ------ - - - ----- --
- -- - -- - --------- ----- --- - ---- --- 41 ----- - -- - -- -- ---

Norway_-- ---- --- ---- - --- - - ---- 24 ---- -- - - -- ---- - - ------ - --- - - - - - - 24. ----- - ----- - --- -Sau di Arabia___________ ___ _____ 5 - - - ------------- ----------- -- --- 5 ------- - - - ----- -
T rinidad_ -- - -- - ---------------- 599 ------- - - - - ----- 599 

I----------- J-----------·1- ---------I------------I-----------
TotaL __ _______ ____ ___ ___ 171, 003 111,803 16, 530 42,669 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations: 
Edward T. Wailes, of the District of Colum

bia, a Foreign Service officer of the class of 
career minister, to be Ambassador Extraordi
nary and Plenipotentiary to the Czechoslovak 
Socialist Republic; 

William P. Snow, of Maine, a Foreign Serv
ice officer of the class of career minister, to 
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo
tentiary to Paraguay; 

Seymour J. Rubin, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be General Counsel of the In
ternational Cooperation Administration, in 
the Department of State; 

Robert F. Woodward, of Minnesota, a For
eign Service officer of the class of career min
ister, to be an Assistant Secretary of State; 
and 

deLesseps S. Morrison, of Louisiana, to be 
the representative of the United States of 
America on the Council of the Organization 
of American States, with the rank of am
bassador. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

·time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. PASTORE (for himself and Mr. 
DIRKSEN): 

S. 2237. A bill to permit the entry of cer
tain eligible alien orphans; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 
S. 2238. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction from 
gross income for expenses incurred in the 
construction of family fallout shelters of 
a type and design approved by the Office of 
Civil and Defense Mobilization; to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. ERVIN (for himself, Mr. LONG 
of Missouri, and Mr. KEATING): 

S. 2239. A bill to amend the act entitled 
"An act to incorporate the National Society 
of the Sons of the American Revolution," 
approved June 9, 1906 (34 Stat. 227), in order 
to remove the statutory limitation on the 
amount of property such society may re
ceive, purchase, hold, sell, and convey at 
any one time; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. -YARBOROUGH: 
S. 2240. A bill for the relief of the Robert

son Construction Co.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary: - · 

By Mr. ANDERSON (by request): 
S. 2241. A bill to donate to the Jicarilla 

Apache Tribe of the Jicarilla Reservation, 
N. Mex., approximately 391.43 acres of fed
erally owned land; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. ANDERSON when 
he introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SYMINGTON (for himself and 
Mr. LoNG of Missouri) : 

s. 2242. A bill to amend section 491 of 
title 18, United States Code, prohibiting 
certain acts involving the use of tokens, 
slugs, disks, devices, papers, or other things 
which are similar in size and shape to the 
lawful coins or other currency of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARROLL (for himself and 
Mr. ALLOTT) : 

S. 2243. A bill for the relief of Lee R. 
Garcia, also known as Lino Rios Garcia; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HICKEY (for himself and Mr. 
McGEE): 

S. 2244. A bill to perfect the method of 
collecting irrigation charges on the Wind 
River Indian Reservation in Wyoming; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HICKEY when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. HICKEY (for himself, Mr. Mc
GEE, Mr. HRUSKA, and Mr. CuRTIS): 

S. 2245. A bill to amend the act granting 
the consent of Congress to the negotiation 
of certain compacts by the States of Ne
braska, Wyoming, and South Dakota in order 
to extend the time for such negotiation; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

(See the remarks of Mr. HICKEY when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
~nder a separate heading.) 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
EAST ORANGE--THE NATION'S 

CLEANEST TOWN 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, I submit for appropriate ref
erence, a concurrent resolution to con
gratulate the citizens of the city of East 
Orange, N.J., for its award as the Na
tion's Cleanest Town. 

The award, given by the National 
Clean Up--Paint Up--Fix Up Bureau, is 
one more fitting recognition of the spirit, 
pride, and dedication of the people and 
public officials of East Orange in mak
ing a success of urban living. 

As a preeminently urban nation, we 
seem too often to be apathetic about the 
monumental ugliness and deterioration 
surrounding us. But operating on the 
fundamental truth expressed by East 
Orange's distinguished mayor, James 
Kelly, that "when the amenities go, 
blight moves in," the people of East 
Orange have demonstrated their desire 
and determination to create an attrac
tive, clean, and healthy community. 

It gives me particular pleasure, Mr. 
President, to offer this tribute to the 
citizens of East Orange and their mayor, 
who has been an outstanding leader in 
the effort to enhance and humanize our 
cities. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
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consent that the concurrent resolution 
be printed in the REcoRD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
concurrent resolution will be received 
and appropriately referred. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 32) p was referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the Con
gress hereby extends its greetings and :fellcl
tations to the city of East Orange, New Jer
sey, in recognition of the presentation to 
it on May 3, 1961, of the Ernest T. Trigg 
Trophy, the Grand National Award in the 
1960 National Cleanest Town Contest spon
sored by the National Clean Up-Paint Up
Fix Up Bureau. 

I have referred be printed as a Senate 
docum.ent. 

The PRESIDING OF'F'ICER. The 
resolution will ·be received and appro
priately referred. 

The resolution <S. Res. 174) was re
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration, as follows: 

Resolved, That the reports pertaining to 
the water supply available from the Colo
rado River to the States of the upper and 
lower basins, be printed, with an illustra
tion, as a Senate document. 

ADDITIONAL COPmS OF REPORT ON 
FEDERAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT 
BY COUNTY 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia submitted the 

RESOLUTIONS following resolution CS. Res. 175); which 
ADDITIONAL COPIES OF PART 1 OF was referred to the Committee on Rules 

HEARINGS ENTITLED "INTERNA- and Administration: 
TIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND SE- Resolved, That there be printed for the 

CURITY'' 
Mr. FULBRIGHT submitted the fol• 

lowing resolution (S. Res. 172); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the 
use of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
fifteen hundred additional copies of part 
1 of the hearings entitled "International De
velopment and Security," held by that com
mittee during the Eighty-seventh Congress, 
first session. 

ADDITIONAL COPIES OF PART 2 OF 
HEARINGS ENTITLED "INTERNA
TIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND SE
CURITY" 
Mr. FULBRIGHT submitted the fol

lowing resolution <S. Res. 173); which 
was referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration: 

Resolved, That there be printed for the 
use of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
fifteen hundred additional copies of part 2 
of the hearings entitled "International De
velopment and Security," held by that com
mittee during the Eighty-seventh Congress, 
first session. 

PRINTING OF REPORTS ENTITLED 
"LIMITATIONS ON LOWER BASIN 
USES OF WATER DUE TO SHORT
AGE OF COLORADO RIVER SUP
PLY" AND "LIMITATIONS ON UP
PER BASIN DEVELOPMENTS DUE 
TO SHORTAGE OF COLORADO 
RIVER SUPPLY" AS A SENATE 
DOCUMENT 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I have 

before me two reports, one entitled 
"Limitations on Lower Basin Uses of 
Water Due to Shortage of Colorado 
River Supply," dated March 18, 1961, 
prepared by Raymond A. Hill, consulting 
engineer, Los Angeles, Calif.; the second 
report being entitled "Limitations on 
Upper Basin Developments Due to 
Shortage of Colorado River Supply," 
dated March 7, 19.61, also by Raymond A. 
Hill, consulting engineer, Los Angeles, 
Cali~ · 

I submit, for appropriate reference, a 
resolution that the two reports to which 

use of the Joint Committee on Reduction 
of Nonessential Federal Expenditures 3,000 
additional copies of a report on Federal ci
vilian employment by county, prepared by 
that committee during the current session 
of Congress. 

LUCY LEE SILCOX WOOD 
Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Commit

tee on Rules and Administration, re
ported an original resolution <S. Res. 
176) to pay a gratuity to Lucy Lee Sil
cox Wood, which was placed on the 
calendar. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. MANSFIELD, 
which appears under the heading "Re
ports of Committees.") 

JACQUELINE E. AUCHAMPAUGH 
Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Commit

tee on Rules and Administration, re
ported an original resolution <S. Res. 
177) to pay a gratuity to Jacqueline E. 
Auchampaugh, which was placed on the 
calendar. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. MANSFIELD, 
which appears under the heading "Re
ports of Committees.") 

DATE OF CO~NCEMENT OF 
TERM OF SERVICE OF SENATOR 
TOWER 
Mr. MANSFIELD, from the Commit

tee on Rules and Administration, re
ported an original resolution <S. Res. 
178) to establish the date of the com
mencement of the term of service of 
JOHN G. TowER, a U.S. Senator from the 
State of Texas, which was placed on the 
calendar. 

<See the above resolution printed in 
full when reported by Mr. MANSFIELD, 
which appears under the heading "Re
ports of Committees.") 

DONATION OF CERTAIN LANDS TO 
JICARILLA APACHE TRIBE, NEW 
MEXICO 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 

introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to donate to the Jicarilla Apache 

Tribe of - the Jicarllla. Reservation, N. 
Mex., approximately 391.43 acres of fed
erally owned land. I ask unanimous 
consent that the text of the bill be 
printed at this point in the REcORD, to
gether with the letter from the Depart
ment of the Interior, dated June 30, 
requesting the introduction of this leg
islation and providing background in
formation with respect to the need for 
donating certain lands to the Jicarilla 
Apache Tribe. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill 
and letter will be printed in the REcoRD. 

The bill <S. 2241) to donate to the 
Jicarilla Apache Tribe of the Jicarilla 
Reservation,. N. Mex., approximately 
391.43 acres of federally owned land, in
troduced by Mr. ANDERSON, by request, 
was received, read twice by its title, re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in the following described land containing 
391.43 acres, more or less, situa,ted in the 
State of New Mexico and now in use by the 
Jicarilla Apache Tribe of the Jicarilla 
Reservation-

Township 32 north, range 1 west, New 
Mexico principal meridian: 

Section 31, lots 1, 2, 3, east half northwest 
quarter, northeast quarter southwest quar
ter, containing 234.38 acres, more or less; 

Section 30, lot 4, northeast quarter south
west quarter, lot 3, southeast quarter south
west quarter, containing 156.20 acl'es, more 
or less; 

Beginning at corner number 1, from which 
the northwest corner of section 30, township 
32 north, range 1 west, New Mexico principal 
meridian, bears north 57 degrees 40 min
utes west, a distance of 2,676 feet. Thence 
from corner numbered 1 south, 53 degrees 
33 minutes west, a distance of 396 feet to 
corner numbered 2; thence south 36 degrees 
27 minutes east, a distance of 100 feet to 
corner numbered 3; thence north 53 degrees 
33 minutes east, a distance of 352 feet to 
corner numbered 4; thence north 12 degrees 
52 minutes west, a distance of 112 feet to 
point of beginning, containing 0.85 acre, 
more or less; 
is hereby declared to be held by the United 
States in trust for the Jicarilla Apache Tribe 
of the Jicarilla Reservation, New Mexico, 
subject to a reservation of the right of the 
United States to use so much of said land, 
together with all facilities now thereon or 
hereafter installed by the United States, as 
shall in the opinion of the Secretary of the 
Interior be needed for the administration of 
the affairs of the tribe, and subject to a res
ervation in the United States of a right-of
way across any part of said land which the 
Secretary of the Interior deems desirable in 
connection with the administration of the 
affairs of the tribe. 

The letter presented by Mr. ANDERSON 
is as follows: 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., Jttne 30, 1961. 

Hon. LYNDON JOHNSON, 

President of the Senate, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Enclosed herewith is 
a draft of a proposed bill "To donate to the 
Jica.rilla Apache Tribe of the Jicarilla Res
ervation, N. Mex., approximately 391.43 
acres of federally owned land." 
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We recommend that the proposed bill be 

referred to the appropriate committee for 
consideration, and we recommend that it be 
enacted. 

The Jicarilla Apache Tribe wants to ac
quire the land involved in order to be in a 
better position . to control a Wfl.tershed on 
which the tribe is dependent for its do
mestic water supply. The 391.43 acres con
sist of the following four tracts: 

1. Eighty-five hundredths acre that was 
purchased by the United States from private 
owners in 1903 for $200. 

2. Forty acres of public domain land that 
were set aside by secretarial order ( 11526 
Ind. Div. 1903, JES) of December 7, 1903, 
for Indian school purposes at the Jicarilla 
Indian Agency. 

3. Two hundred and seventy-two and 
fifty-three hundredths acres of public do
main land that were set aside by secretarial 
order (7779 Ind. Div. 100, MEW) of October 
30, 1900, for a new Indian boarding school 
that was then under construction on the 
Jicarilla Indian Reservation. 

4. Seventy-eight and five hundredths 
acres of public domain land that were with
drawn from entry under the Taylor Grazing 
Act of 1934, as amended, and that are vacant 
but have been used without formal order for 
agency and school purposes. 

Tracts 2, 3, and 4 make up a 
continuous strip of land that borders the 
original western boundary of the reserva
tion, but is outside that boundary. Im
mediately south of the strip, but also out
side the boundary, is a tract of 151.78 acres 
that was donated to the tribe in 1944, and 
the title is held by the United States in 
trust. Immediately north of the strip, but 
also outside the boundary, is a tract of 155.80 
acres that was purchased for the tribe in 
trust under the Indian Reorganization Act. 
The purchase was made in 1940. Tract No. 
1, above, is surrounded by this latter tract. 

The four tracts covered by the bill are 
important key tracts for the present water 
system that serves the Jicarilla Agency, 
the Indian board school dormitory, the 
Dulce Public School, the Public Health Serv
ice facilities, and the tribal housing and 
development program. The powerhouse 
and pumping plant for the present domestic 
water system are located on tract No. 1. 
The present domestic water storage tanks are 
located on tracts 2, 3, and 4. The 
main waterline from the pumping plant 
and the only access road for the pumping 
plant cross this land. A proposed improve
ment of the Dulce domestic water system. 
which is a community within the reserva• 
tion, and a business and industrial develop
ment planned for the donated land south 
of tracts 2, 3, and 4, will require waterlines 
across these tracts. 

In order to protect the interests of the 
tribe, the land in question should be placed 
in tribal ownership. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us 
that there is no objection to the presenta
tion of this draft bill from the standpoint of 
the administration's program. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN A. CARVER, Jr., 

Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

WIND RIVER RESERVATION 
IRRIGATION CHARGES 

Mr. HICKEY. Mr. President, on Jan
uary 23, 1961, I was joined by my col
league, the senior Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGEE], in the introduction of S. 
536 to approve an order of the Secre
tary of the Interior adjusting, deferring, 
and canceling certain irrigation charges 
against non-Indian-owned lands under 
the Wind River irrigation project, Wyo-

ming. The cancellation totals, in round 
:figures, $36,000. 

It is important to note that the bene
ficiaries of this bill are the owners of 
the non-Indian lands. It appears now 
that the Department of the Interior has 
a different policy with respect to delin
quent payments on the lands held in 
trust by the United States for the benefit 
of individual Indians. A new superin
tendent on the reservation acting under 
what appears to be a Department policy 
is collecting the delinquent Indian ac
counts by holding back money from the 
per capita distribution of tribal funds. 

In this connection it is important to 
understand that the United States is 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs has ordered 
all reservations to get current on those bills, 
said Clyde Hobbs, new superintendent of the 
Wind River Agency who took over Monday, 
succeeding Arthur Arnston who was trans
ferred to South Carolina. 

The deductions made for delinquent op
erating and maintenance irrigation charges 
were the first in some years, and startled 
some reservation residents. 

They totaled $2,500 this time. They will 
continue until all the delinquent 1960 fees 
are paid, which is $22,000 worth. 

Then, Mr. Hobbs said, "there will be a 
breather and we'll start in on the charges ln 
previous years that still aren't paid, or we 
may deduct for 1961 first, I'm not sure yet." 

involved in this matter in two capacities. EXTENSION OF THE TIME FOR COM
First, the United States is the trustee for 
some 9,000 acres of land in the irrigation 
project held in trust because of the prob

PLETING THE NIOBRARA RIVER 
COMPACT 

lem of fractionated heirship, now under Mr. HICKEY. Mr. President, at the 
study by the Congress. As such it is the request of the State engineer of Wyo
manager of this land and in a position to ming, Earl Lloyd, I introduce for myself 
exert some management skill in making and my colleague, the senior Senator 
certain that it earns at least the opera- from Wyoming [Mr. McGEE] and the 
tion and maintenance charges levied Senators from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA 
against it. Second, the United States and Mr. CuRTIS], a bill to extend for 2 
is the bill collector by virtue of acting as years the time in which the States of 
the disbursing agent for the distribution - Wyoming, Nebraska, and South Dakota 
of the per capita funds. Because col- are authorized to negotiate a compact 
lection is so easy by withholding from governing the waters of the Niobrara 
the per capita distribution there is a River. I ask unanimous consent that 
tendency, reservation leaders believe, for Mr. Lloyd's letter requesting such ex
the Bureau of Indian Affairs to take tension be printed at this point in the 
the easy way out and just collect the ir- RECORD as explanation for the need. 
rigation charges from the per capita The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
distribution. At the same time the Bu- will be received and appropriately re
reau is willing to waive, as provided in ferred; and, without objection, the letter 
S. 356, the charges on certain parcels of will be printed in the RECORD. 
land which has been found unable to The bill (S. 2245) to amend the act 
bear the burden of such charges. granting the consent of Congress to the 

In the interest of securing a study of negotiation of certain compacts by the 
this matter I introduce, for appropriate States of Nebraska, Wyoming, and South 
reference, on behalf of myself and my Dakota in order to extend the time for 
senior colleague [Mr. McGEE] as cospon- such negotiation, introduced by Mr. 
sor, a bill to perfect the method of col- HicKEY (for himself and other Sena
lecting irrigation charges on the Wind tors) was received, read twice by its 
River Reservation in Wyoming. title 'and referred to the Committee on 

I request unanimous consent that there Inte~ior and Insular Affairs. 
be printed in the RECORD at the comple- The letter presented by Mr. HICKEY 
tion of my remarks a news item from the is as follows: 
Lander, Wyo., State Journal of June 8, 
1961, outlining the collection of these 
delinquent Indian charges. In closing 
I emphasize that I introduce this bill so 
that the matter may be properly studied 
by the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the news 
item will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2244) to perfect the 
method of collecting irrigation charges 
on the Wind River Indian Reservation 
in Wyoming, introduced by Mr. HICKEY 
(for himself and Mr. McGEE), was re
ceived, read twice by its title, anq re
ferred to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

The news item presented by Mr. 
HICKEY is as follows: 
[From the Lander (Wyo.) State Journal, 

June 8, 1961] 
PER CAPITA PAY NICKED FOR OLD WATER 

CHARGES 
A number of Shoshone and Arapahoe In

dians got smaller per capita checks this 
month. And it will stay that way until they 
are paid upon past due irrigation charges. 

STATE OF WYOMING, 
STATE ENGINEER'S OFFICE, 

Cheyenne, Ju ne 30, 1961. 
Sen a tor J. J. HICKEY, 
Senate Offi ce Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HICKEY: As you know, the 
compact commissioners of the States of 
Wyoming, Nebraska, and South Dakota have 
been engaged for the last few years in nego
tiations for an interstate stream compact 
relative to the waters of the Niobrara River. 
These three States are involved along that 
stream. 

Because of somewhat different conditions 
in the area-s and the problems involved in 
the Niobrara River Basin, as it concerns 
Nebraska and South Dakota and those with 
which Nebraska and Wyoming are involved, 
it was finally decided by the joint commis
sion that separate compacts be agreed upon 
between Nebraska and South Dakota, and 
Nebraska and Wyoming. 

The lower Niobrara River and Ponca Creek 
compact between Sout h Dakota and Ne
braska was agreed upon, signed, and has 
been ratified by the legislatures of those 
States. As I understand, the ratifying legis
lation for this compact has been introduced 
in the U.S. Senate by Senators RoMAN L. 
HRUSKA and CARL T. CURTIS, of Nebraska, 
and the two Senators from South Dakota. 
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What we felt was the final draft of a com
pact between the States of Wyoming and 
Nebraska and which has been designated as 
the ••upper Niobrara River compact" was 
completed close to the end of the Wyoming 
legislative session of 1961. The compact was 
signed by DanS. Jones, Jr., as commissioner 
for Nebraska and by some of the Niobrara 
compact commissioners for Wyoming, but· 
the signatures of all members of the Wyo
ming commission have not been secured and 
some have indicated that they would like 
t o have a little more time to study some 
of its provisions. It was too near the end 
of the legislature session to secure unani
mous approval for its consideration. 

It is my opinion that the draft of the 
compact as now written or with some minor 
changes can be finally agreed upon before 
our next Wyoming legislative session and 
that we can be fully in agreement when it 
is presented to the legislature for approval. 
Under the circumstances, I do not feel that 
the negotiations can be entirely completed 
before the date of August 5, 1961, which is 
the final date to which the present consent 
legislation extends. 

As the acting Wyoming interstate streams 
commissioner and acting for our commis
sion, I would like to request that legislation 
be introduced in the Congress to extend the 
time for completion of negotiation of the 
upper Niobrara River compact between the 
States of Nebraska aLd Wyoming for at least 
2 years. This would, I am sure, take care 
of the situation. 

The same letter is being sent to Senator 
GALE McGEE, and I am quite sure Senators 
ROMAN L. HRUSKA and CARL T. CURTIS, of 
Nebraska, will join with the Wyoming Sena
tors in introducing the necessary legislation 
for this extension. I am sending copies of 
this letter to them so that they may be 
advised in this matter. 

If I can be of assistance in this connection, 
please let me know. 

Yours very truly, 
EARL LLOYD, 

State Engineer and Acting Inter stat e 
Streams Commissioner. 

MARINE SCIENCES AND RESEARCH 
ACT OF 1961-AMENDMENT 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana submitted an 
amendment, intended to be proposed by 
him, to the bill <S. 901) to advance the 
marine sciences, to establish a compre
hensive 10-year program of oceano
graphic research and surveys, to promote 
commerce and navigation, to secure the 
national defense, to expand ocean, 
coastal, and Great Lakes resources, to 
authorize the construction of research 
and survey ships and laboratory facili
ties, to expedite oceanographic instru
mentation, to assure systematic studies 
of effects of radioactive materials in ma
rine environments, to enhance the pub
lic health and general welfare, and for 
other purposes, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
SERVICE ACT TO PROVIDE FOR 
REIMBURSEMENT OF SERVICES 
PERFORMED AT SPECIAL PLACES; 
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
BILL 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of July 7, 1961, the names of Sen
ators BRIDGES and CHAVEZ were added as 

additional cosponsors of the bill (S. 
2201> to amend the Public Health Serv
ice Act to provide for :reimbursement of 
services performed at special places, and 
for other purposes, introduced by Mr. 
GOLDWATER on July 7, 1961. 

ADDRESSES, 
CLES, ETC., 
RECORD 

EDITORIALS, ARTI
PRINTED IN THE 

On request, and by unanimous con
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. COOPER: 
Address entitled "American in Today's 

World," delivered by Senator WAYNE MoRSE 
at Suffolk University, Boston, Ma~:s., June 18, 
1961. 

By Mr. WILEY: 
Article entitled "Jobless Teens Critical 

U.S. Problem," written by Victor Riesel and 
published in the Milwaukee Sentinel of July 
10, 1961. 

it is our Amel'ican history, it is our Consti
tution. We have a large group among us 
today who would replace our Constitution 
with a ,world government conspiracy in 
which our Republic would be a small minor
ity voice in a sea of totalitarian nations, 
shunting the Stars and Stripes to a second
ary spot; that is why our educational system 
must be on guard to see that our children 
are taught American history. They will 
learn to prize their birthright more highly 
and treasure it more carefully. 

"How sure the bolt that justice wings; 
How weak the arms a traitor brings; How 
mighty they who steadfast stand for Free
dom's flag and Freedom's land." 

Bayard Taylor (1865). 
My gratitude and appreciation to Colonel 

Martz and his staff for their cooperation; 
without it this brochure on our Stars and 
Stripes would be incomplete. 
ORIGIN AND DESIGN OF THE FLAG OF THE 

UNITED STATES 
The Continental Congress, meeting in 

Philadelphia, Pa., on June 14, 1777, adopted 
a resolution which provided "that the flag 
of the Thirteen United States be 13 stripes, 
alternate red and white; that the Union be 
13 stars, white, on a blue field, representing 

THE EVOLUTION OF THE U.S. FLAG a new constellation." This date fixes the an
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that an article en
titled "The Evolution of the U.S. Flag," 
by Pearl W. Norman, regent, Lucy Hol
combe chapter, District of Columbia 
DAR, published in the June-July 1961 
issue of the Daughters of the American 
Revolution magazine, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE EVOLUTION OF THE U.S. FLAG 
(By Pearl W. Norman) 

nual observance of Flag Day. Most historians 
agreed that the first flags had the 13 stars 
arranged in a circle. 

Vermont was admitted to the Union in 
1791, and Kentucky in 1792. On January · 
13, 1794, Congress prescribed that after May 
1, 1795, the flag should have 15 stripes, 
alternate red and white; and that the Union 
be 15 stars, white in a blue field. Flags ap
pearing after this date lacked uniformity in 
proportions and in the arrangement of the 
stars. 

Subsequently five more States were ad
mitted; and a joint resolution of Congress, 
adopted on April 4, 1818, provided that "from 
and after the Fourth of July next, the fiag 
of the United States be 13 horizontal stripes 

The Quartermaster Corps as required by alternate red and white; that the union have 
law, produced the first 50-star banner, de- 20 stars, white in a blue field." A second 
signed and made at the Philadelphia Quar- section provided: "That on the admission of 
termaster Depot, and on Monday, July 4, every new state into the Union, one star 
1960, the new Old Glory, by tradition, was be added to the union of the flag; and that 
raised atop Independence Hall by a color such addition shall take effect on the Fourth 
guard of U.S. marines, two in colonial sol- of July then next succeeding such admis
dier costume and two in dress blues; and sion." 
this Continental Nation and its two sister This marked a return to 13 stripes and was 
outposts became as one. Approximately the first congressional order that the stripes 
3,000 persons, including U.S. Senators HUGH shall be horizontal. Another important 
ScoTT and JosEPH S. CLARK, with Senator 
HIRAM FONG, of Hawaii, as speaker, attended point in the 1818 resolution was the provi

sion for adding stars on July 4th following 
the 2-hour exercise in Independence Square. the admission of new states. 

The seeds planted in 1776 by our Revo- . There have been 27 star arrangements of · 
lutionary fathers have grown into the great- the flag since 1777. For more than a cen
est stronghold of individual liberty human tury there were wide variations in the ar
history has recorded, and with God's help we rangement of stars and in the sizes and 
pray we will continue to go forward to meet proportions of the fiag. Sometimes the stars 
the problems of this age, that America will were in rows, sometimes in the outline of 
work to destroy the foul cloud of atheistic a great star, or an enlarged circle with one 
communism, not by denunciation, but by large star in the center. In some instances 
the self-confident, gloriously inspired, stub- not all of the stars pointed upward. 
born, m agnificent spirit of our forefathers Prior to admission of Alaska on January 3, 
in 1776. 

May this generation, the one now growing 1959, and Hawaii on August 21, 1959, the 
to maturity. and the ones to follow never States most recently admitted to the Union 
falter in their fight to preserve the American wer~ New Mexico, January 6, 1912, and Ari-
dream. zona, February 14, 1912. 

The following historical information on Prior to their admission, the :flag consisted 
the u .s. flag was prepared at my request by of 13 red and white stripes and a blue field 
Col. John D. Martz, Jr., and staff, command- containing 46 stars. The stars were arranged 
ing officer of the Institute of Heraldry, u.s. in six rows. From the top, the first, third: 
Army, cameron station, Alexandria, va., for · fourth, and sixth rows had eight stars each, 
publication in our DAR magazine (see the second and fifth rows had seven stars 
frontispiece) . each. 

My -objective is that it will serve to re- Under an act of Congress enacted in 1903, 
acquaint all of us, adults and children, with there had been constituted a Joint Army
the wonderful story of the origin and evolu- N~vy Board, ~onsistin~ of eight members-
tion of our flag, symbol of our Republic; four appointed by the Secretary of the Navy 
and to freemen everywhere it means honor, and four appointed by the Secretary of War. 
integrity, and faith in the divine power; This Board was established for the purpose 
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of conferring on various subjects of mutual 
interest to the two mnttary services, and 
apparently it was maintained continuously 
with replacements. In 1912 the Board con~ 
sisted of the following members: Adm. 
George Dewey (hero of the Battle of Manila 
Bay in the Spanish-American War), senior 
member; Rear Adm. Charles E. Vreeland; 
Rear Adm. Sidney Augustus Stanton; Capt. 
Templin Morris Potts, U.S. Navy; Maj. Gen. 
Leonard Wood; Maj. Gen. William H. Carter; 
Brig. Gen. Erasmus M. Weaver, and Brig. 
Gen. A. L. Mills. 

On February 7, 1912, the Joint Army-Navy 
Board filed a report of recommendations for 
changing the design of the flag from 46 to 
48 stars. This report, signed by Admiral 
Dewey as senior member, was forwarded to 
the President. The report recommended that 
one star be added to each of the two rows, 
which theretofore had contained seven stars. 
Thls made up a blue field containing six 
rows of eight stars each. A blueprint of the 
proposed design was filed with the report. 
The recommendation was approved by Presi
dent William Howard Taft on February 14, 
1912. 

On June 24, 1912, President Taft issued 
Executive Order No. 1556. This order pre
scribed the number of flags for use by execu
tive departments of the Government and the 
sizes of · each. An additional provlsion 
stated that all flags "now on hand or for 
which contracts have been awarded shall 
be continued in use until unserviceable but 
all manufactured or purchased for Govern
ment use after July 4, 1912, shall conform 
to the dimensions and proportions herein 
prescribed." 

Prior to 1910, there were 66 different sizes 
of flags with varying proportions in use by 
Government agencies alone and an almost 
infinite variety in civillan use. The Execu
tive order of 1912 limited the sizes for gov
ernmental use to 12. On May 29, 1916, Ex
ecutive Order No. 2390, issued by President 
Woodrow Wilson, revised the 1912 order, but 
retained the proportions of fly to hoist, and 
field to fly, as well as other proportions. 

Suggested designs received by the Army 
Quartermaster General 

After discussion of the possible admittance 
to the Union of Hawaii and Alaska began, 
+.h.ft • .F'!taJd1c..F'tBJ1Ch.._OfHe_e_ of the Qu!).rter
master General, Department of the Army, in 
Washington, D.C., received more than 2,500 
designs and proposals for changing the ar- . 
rangement of stars should a new State or . 
States be admitted. These proposals were 
transmitted to the Quartermaster General 
by the White House, Members of Congress, 
and other Government agencies which had 
received them from artists, teachers, school
children, farmers, and persons in many other 
walks of life. 

The suggested designs ranged from 
straight rows of stars to fanciful arrange
ments. Some had the stars arranged in cir
cles within circles. Others had the stars 
making up a large star. One design placed 
the stars so as to compose the initial let
ters, "U.S.A." Some of the proposed designs 
were made up of fabrics in completed flags; 
others were painted or drawn on paper or 
cardboard. 

Many of the submitted designs were dupli
cates. For example, numerous persons pro
posed, for a 49-star flag, 7 rows of 7 stars 
each. All of the submitted designs were 
preserved in the Heraldic Branch, Office of 
the Quartermaster General, for future ref
erence and consideration by the group or 
agency assigned responsibility for redesign-
ing the flag. · 

Admi.ssion of Alaska . 
On June 30, 1958, the Congress passed an 

act providing for the admission of Ala_ska as 
a State and stipulating the terms of ad- . 
mission. The act was signed by President 
Eisenhower on July 7, 1958. The terms of 

CVII--779 

the act were approved by the voters of 
Alaska at a special election on August 26, 
1958. 

On September 27. 1958, President Eisen
hower invited the f'ollowing to constitute 
a committee to recommend to him the de
sign for a 49-star flag based on the admis
sion of Alaska: the late Honorable John 
Foster Dulles, then Secretary of State; Hon. 
Neil M. McElroy, Secretary of Defense; Hon. 
Robert B. Anderson, Secretary of the Treas
ury; Dr. David E. Finley, Chairman, Commis
sion of Fine Arts. 

On November 25, 1958, the voters of Alaska 
elected two Senators and one Representative 
to serve in the U.S. Congress, as well as State 
and local officers. 

Representatives of the members of the 
President's Flag Committee held a number 
of meetings, during the course of which the 
Committee was briefed on the history and 
background of the flag of the United States 
by representatives of Maj. Gen. A. T. Mc
Namara, Quartermaster General of the Army. 
In these briefings, the Committee was ad
vised how previous changes in the flag design 
were made, and the Committee was shown 
the proposed designs for a 49-star flag which 
had been received and developed in the 
Heraldic Branch of the Office of the Quarter
mast.er General. 

Following extensive consideration of all 
factors involved, the Committee submitted 
its recommendations to the President, who 
made th~ final selection. 

This C0mmittee was reconstituted to con
sider the design for the 50-star flag and 
made recommendations on its design to the 
President, who made the final selection prior 
tq admission of Hawaii to the Union. As 
before, the various designs considered by 
the Committee were developed by the Her
aldic Branch, Office of the Quartermaster 
General. 

Following certification by the Governor 
of Alaska of the results of the Alaskan elec
tions, President Dwight D. Eisenhower, on 
January ,3, 1959, at a ceremony in the White 
House, issued a proclamation announcing 
the admission of Alaska to the Union. At 
the same ceremony the President announced 
his selection of the design for the new 49-
star flag and signed an Executive order de
scribing it. The flag used at this ceremony, 
the_fu:st_authorized 49-star flae:._was manu
factured at the Army's Philadelphia Quar
termaster Depot. All of the existing pro
portions of the flag and the arrangements 
of the ~tripes were retained. The design for 
t:t.e blue field was changed to provide for 
seven rows of seven stars each. 

On August 21, 1959, in a similar White 
House ceremony, President Eisenhower 
signed a proclamation announcing the ad
mission of Hawaii to the Union and issued 
Executive Order No. 10834 establishing the 
design of the 50-star flag. Again the flag 
used in the White House ceremony, the first 
authorized 50-star flag, was manufactured 
at the Army's Philadelphia Quartermaster 
Depot. 

The new 50-star design consists of 5 rows 
of 6 stars alternating with 4 rows of 5 stars. 

As stated in the Executive order, the 50-
star flag would not become the official flag 
of the United States until July 4, 1960, and 
it was improper to display it as such before 
that date. 
NUMBER OF STARS IN THE U.S. FLAG, 1777 TO 

PRESENT 

From 1777 to 1795: 13 stars. 
From 1795 to 1818 ~ 15 stars. 
From 1818 to July 3, 1819: 20 stars. 
From July 4, 1819 to July 3, 1820: 21 stars. 
From July 4, 1820 to July 3, 1822: 23 stars. 

. From July 4, 1822 to July 3, 1836: 24 stars. 

. From July 4, 1836 to July 3, 1837: 25 stars. 
From July 4, 1837 to July 3, 1845: 26 stars. 

. From July 4, 1845, to July 3, 1846: 27 stars. 
From July 4, 1846, to July 3, 1847: 28 

stars. 

From July 4, 1847, to July 3, 1848: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1848, to July 3, 1851: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1851, to July 3, 1858: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1858, to July 3, 1859: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1859, to July 3, 1861: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1861, to July 3, 1863: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1863, to July 3, 1865: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1865, to July 3, 1867: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1867, to July 3, 1877: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1877, to July 3, 1890; 
stars. 

From July 4, 1890, to July 3, 1891: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1891, to July 3, 1896: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1896, to July 3, 1908: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1908, to July 3, 1912: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1912, to July 3, 1959: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1959, to July 3, 1960: 
stars. 

From July 4, 1960, to ---: 50 stars. 

WHEN STATES ENTERED THE UNION 

Delaware: December 7, 1787. 
Pennsylvania: December 12, 1787. 
New Jersey: December 18, 1787. 
Georgia: January 2, 1788. 
Connecticut: January 9, 1788. 
Massachusetts: February 6, 1788. 
Maryland: April 28, 1788. 
South Carolina: May 23, 1788. 
New Hampshire: June 21, 1788. 
Virginia: June 25, 1788. 
New York: July 26, 1788. 
North Carolina: November 21, 1789. 
Rhode Island: May 29, 1790. 
Vermont: March 4, 1791. 

·Kentucky: June 1, 1792. 
Tennessee: June 1, 1796. 
Ohio: March 1, 1803. 
Louisiana: April 30, 1812. 
Indiana: December 11, 1816. 
Mississippi: December 10, 1817. 
lliTiibls! u~emn-e"r·3, ~oi'b~"' 
Alabama: December 14, 1819. 
Maine: March 15, 1820. 
Missouri: August 10, 1821. 
Arkansas: June 15, 1836. 
Michigan: January 26, 1837. 
Florida: March 3, 1845. 
Texas: December 29, 1845. 
Iowa: December 28, 1846. 
Wisconsin: May 29, 1848. 
California: September 9, 1850. 
Minnesota: May 11, 1858. 
Oregon: February 14, 1859. 
Kansas: January 29, 1861. 
West Virginia: June 20, 1863. 
Nevada: October 31, 1864. 
Nebraska: March 1, 1867. 
Colorado: August 1, 1876. 
North Dakota: November 2,1889. 
South Dakota: November 2, 1889. 
Montana: November 8, 1889. 
Washington: November 11, 1889. 
Idaho: July 3, 1890. 
Wyoming: July 10, 1890. 
Utah: January 4, 1896. 
Oklahoma: November 16, 1907. 
New Mexico: January 6, 1912. 
Arizona: February 14, 1912. 
Alaska: January 3, 1959. 
Hawaii: August 21, 1959. 

CIVIL DEFENSE 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, Mr. 
Roscoe Drummond has commented on 
an item upon which I recently spoke in 
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the Senate, with respect to the imposi
tion of local taxes upon property owners 
who build their own fallout shelters. 
This is a subject of which we shall hear 
a great deal more in connection with 
the civil defense program. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article, entitled ''Civil Defense," by Mr. 
Drummond, published in the New York 
Herald Tribune of recent date, be print
ed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CIVIL DEFENSE-WILL IT WORK? 
(By Roscoe Drummond) 

President Kennedy is wisely and rightly 
putting the fullest influence of the White 
House behind developing a stronger civil 
defense program. 

He is asking Congress to increase the civil 
defense appropriation from $100 million, 
which is so inadequate as to be a waste, to 
$300 mlllion, which would enable the Gov
ernment to make a real beginning. 

This is a modest investment in security, 
safety, and survival. 

I believe that the critics and those who 
are apathetic about civil defense ought to 
ponder the answers to these questions: Who 
are the principal advocates of civil defense 
and what are their credentials? Can civil 
defense really save lives in the event of 
nuclear attack? What needs to be done? 

The principal advocates of civil defense 
are the President of the United States, all 
of the Governors of the 50 States, and the 
mayors of the whole Nation. At their an
nual conferences last month, the mayors 
and the Governors unanimously supported 
a matching grant program by which Federal, 
State, and city government can do the job 
effectively. In other words, the President, 
whose responsibility is the safety of the 
Nation, and the governors and mayors, whose 
responsibility is the safety of the people 
of their States and cities, are as one in 
favoring a meaningful civil defense program. 

Furthermore, protection of the civil pop
ulation and the Nation's vast industrial com
plex against nuclear attack is itself a deter
rent to nuclear attack. It is more riskful to 
attack a nation able to survive that attack. 

This is the view of the Defense Depart
ment: "The vulnerability of the civil pop
ulation to nuclear attack may impair the 
ultimate utility, if not the combat capabil
ity, of our military forces." 

This is the view of the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Lyman Lemnit
zer: "A well-prepared and safeguarded pop
ulace in itself provides a major contribu
tion to our essential nuclear deterrence." 

But can a good civil defense save lives on 
a large scale? Is it practicable or is it a vast 
boondoggle? I give you the words of the 
Nobel Prize-winning scientist, Dr. William 
F. Libby: . 

"Atomic and hydrogen bombs can create 
hell on earth in a way no man, not even 
Dante, has ever imagined. But it is possible 
to save most people. Defense against radio
active fallout through fallout shelters is a 
must. This should be done, for it would 
save Inillions of lives." 

I give you the words of Edward Teller, 
father of the H-bomb: 

"We must realize that an all-out nuclear 
attack would not leave our Nation unin
habitable. Radioactivity decays * * * con
tamination would be most critical for about 
2 weeks. During that time, to survive, we 
must be sheltered against radioactivity. 
Then we could emerge to clean up and re
build our Nation." 

It is highly important that the Federal 
Government should put its own house in 
order by providing shelter in its buildings 
to insure continuity of Government and as 

an example to the people that our leaders 
mean it when they say shelter is necessary. 
There are new Government buildings in 
Washington completed this past year which 
do not have fallout shelters. 

Sample surveys of shelter potential of ex
isting buildings have been conducted in four 
different cities. These suggest that millions 
of Americans could be protected by existing 
structures with minor modifications. These 
shelters need to be identified and improved 
throughout the Nation. 

There ought to be an incentive to indi
viduals to build private fallout shelters. 
Some Federal and State t ax rebate would 
be in order. 

Civil defense planning and coordination 
should be the responsibility of the civil arm 
of the Government. The present Director 
of the Office of Civil Defense, Frank Ellis
a southerner who speaks softly and acts 
vigorously-is the kind of man who can and 
will do the job-if given the tools by Con
gress. 

MISSION OF SS ''HOPE" 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have 

received a letter from Mr. Henry E. 
Mooberry, Jr., the People to People 
Health Foundation, Inc., 1818 M Street, 
NW., Washington, D.C., in which he en
closed an editorial from the Herald
News, Joliet, Ill., on "SS Hope's Mission 
a Vital and Important One." I ask 
unanimous consent that his letter to me, 
and the editorial, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

THE PEOPLE TO PEOPLE HEALTH 
FOUNDATION, INC., 

Washington, D.C., July 6, 1961. 
Hon. EVERETT McKINLEY DmKSEN, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEA!t SENATOR DmKSEN: Attached please 
find an editorial from the June 22, 1961, 
edition of the Joliet Herald-News on Project 
Hope and the SS Hope I. I am sure you 
know of the work being done by this private 
medical organization of Americans who want 
to help the people of the less fortunate na
tions update themselves in the modern prac
tices, equipment and drugs of today's medi
cine. For your further information on Hope 
I attach background material. 

Your State is represented by two perma• 
nent staff people: Stanley Hellman, D.D.S., 
841 West Ainslie Street, Chicago; and Miss 
Charlotte M. Roller, medical secretary, 825 
Armitage Avenue, also Chicago. One other 
Illinoisan was a member of one of the rotat
ing medical teams who serve the vessel 
without pay, for from 2 to 4 months. He is 
Max Hirschfelder, M.D., ophthalmologist, 408 
West Second Street, Centra lia. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY E. MOOBERRY, Jr. 

[From the Joliet (Ill.) Herald-News, June 22, 
1961) 

SS "HOPE'S" MISSION A VITAL AND IMPORTANT 
ONE 

Recently the SS Hope arrived in the Viet
namese port of Saigon on a 4-month medi
cal mission that could be more important to 
the future of Southeast Asia than a dozen 
peace parleys at Geneva. 

Vietnam is inwardly sick with Communist 
subversion. The SS Hope, with its message 
of America's willingness to help, possibly 
may do more to aline the Vietnamese with 
the free world than millions in military aid. 

The hospital ship is completing a yearlong 
good will mission to Southeast Asia. So far 
in waters off Indonesia, the basic medical 

team of 15 physicians, 24 nurses, and 30 m ed
ical technicians has held 800 classes and lec
tures, treated 17,000 patients and performed 
700 major surgical operations. 

The Hope's operation costs for the year 
will total $3.5 million, privately raised 
through solicitation of corporations, labor 
groups and individuals. 

The Senate a short time ago adopted a 
resolution supporting an entire white fleet 
of such mercy ships. The President would 
have authority to send the fleet to disaster 
areas. It also would carry on a regular pro
gram of medical and technical assistance and 
training wherever such activity might fur
ther U.S. foreign policy. 

In light of the Hope's success, a white 
fleet could be one of this country's least 
expensive but most productive foreign aid 
projects. As the mayor of Sumbawa, an is
land in the Indonesian archipelago, told the 
Hope's staff: "This is the first time foreign
ers came to Sumbawa who did not come to 
steal our rice. We will never forget what 
you have done." 

APPEASEMENT OF COMMUNISTS 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, last 

Saturday the eminent journalist, Roscoe 
Drummond, wrote an eloquent and per
suasive warning against appeasement of 
Communists. 

In exceptionally lucid and logical 
fashion, Mr. Drummond pointed out 
that appeasement will not work because, 
in his words: 

The Communists by their very claim to 
universal rule will never be appeased until 
there is nothing left to appease with. 

He explained that the Communists 
are not seeking a balance of power; they 
are seeking total power. 

He pointed out facts about communism 
that free peoples everywhere should 
always remember: 

The fact is that the Communists do not 
want, do not accept, do not believe in, do 
not respect stability of frontiers between .a 
Communist country and a non-Communist 
country. 

Further, the Communists do not accept 
and do not respect the validity of any 
frontier anywhere because they do not 
accept and do not respect the right of any 
non-Communist government to exist any
where in the world. 

Mr. President, unless we face the 
fundamental reality of these facts about 
the Communists, and the unchanging 
nature of the Communist movement 
against freedom, we will lose the cold war 
and the liberty on this planet will perish. 

· Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to include the entire text of Mr. 
Drummond's column in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE BERLIN CRISis-APPEASEMENT WoN'T 
WORK 

(By Roscoe Drummond) 
Is there a significant concession to make 

to the Soviets which would satisfy Khru
shchev over West Berlin and at the same 
time assure its freedom? 

I think there is no concession which would 
keep the Kremlin from trying to pull Berlin 
behind the Iron Curtain. But since there 
are some who do think that a concession 
would stabilize the Berlin situation, their 
views ought to be examined and answered
not just dismissed. 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 12319 
The concession most often suggested is 

that if the West would recognize the Soviet· 
forced division of Germany and accept as 
permanent Moscow's turning East Germany 
into a Soviet-Communist satellite, then Mr. 
Khrushchev coUld be expected to negotiate 
new guarantees to respect Western rights 
of access to West Berlin-and to abide by 
them. 
That~s the theory-and it seems to me to 

be contradicted by experience, wisdom, and 
reason. 

What single piece of experience have we to 
suggest that if we concede title to the Soviet 
Union or to Red China to countries they 
have already rolled over, they will cease their 
efforts to extend their conquests? 

After the Soviet Communists appropriated 
Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania, did this deter 
them from creating Moscow-ruled puppet 
governments in Poland, Hungary, Rumania, 
and Czechoslovakia? 

After France and Britain conceded North 
Vietnam to the Chinese Communists, did 
this deter Moscow and Peking from launch
ing their attack on Laos? And does anyone 
believe that after liquidating the independ
ence of Laos-if they do-that this will 
deter them from attempting to overthrow the 
government of South Vietnam? 

Is there any reason whatsoever to believe 
that if we recognize Soviet rights to rule 
East Germany that Mr. Khrushchev will then 
respect Western rights in West Berlin-and 
consider the issue closed? 

Has appeasement ever worked? And I am 
not using appeasement as an epithet but to 
describe a good-faith effort to achieve sta
bility of frontiers between the Communist 
world and the free world? 

The fact is that the Communists do not 
want, do not accept, do not believe in, do not 
respect stability of frontiers between a Com
munist country and a non-Communist 
country. 

Further, the Communists do not accept 
and do not respect the validity of any fron
tier anywhere because they do not accept 
and do not respect the right of any non
Communist government to exist anywhere in 
the world. 

This fact is evident in the official language 
of official Communist doctrine. George E. 
Kennan underscores this truth with the full
est possible documentation in his new book, 
"Russia and the West." This is no new 
Communist doctrine. It is unwavering, un
compromising, continuing Communist doc
trine. It was set out anew in the Moscow 
manifesto of December 1960, in which the 81 
Communist Parties declared their purpose 
to liquidate every non-Communist govern
ment everywhere. 

The Soviet and Chinese Communists 
openly avow their right to universal rule 
and declare war on every nation and peo
ple. What is to be gained by our offering 
to tell them that what they have already 
seized is just fine with us? Is that going to 
stop them from getting ready for the next 
threat and the next thrust? 

If appeasement would work, something
but not much--could be said for it. If a 
negotiated balance of power stability be
tween the Communist world and the free 
world would hold, something-but not 
much--could be said for it. 

It won't work because the Communists by 
their very claim to universal rule will never 
be appeased until there is nothing left to 
appease with. The Communists are not 
seeking a balance of power; they are seeking 
total power. 

If Mr. Khrushchev deems West Berlin a 
bone in his throat, why should we pluck it 
out? Why not leave it there? He has thrust 
many bones in the throat of the West and 
he will try to thrust more whenever he can 
get away with it. 

PROPOSED ADMISSION OF RED 
CHINA TO THE UNITED NATIONS 
Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, the 

voices of appeasers are soft, well-modu
lated, and seductive in the extreme. Of 
course, we no longer call them appeasers 
because that correctly descriptive word 
acquired a nasty connotation. No.w they 
call themselves realists. "We might as 
well face reality and recognize Red China 
because ultimately we shall have to do so 
anyway" sounds rather convincing, at 
least to the shallow and superficially 
minded. Facing reality and being real
istic sounds virile and sensible. On the 
other hand, appeasing suggested crawl
ing and cringing, and naturally had to 
be discarded. 

So now the former appeasers are pic
tured as practical, as realists. But the 
line of disengagement, retreat, appease
ment, and looking the other way still 
gives them away. An appeaser is still an 
appeaser even though he now claims to 
be a realist. Gould Lincoln, the able 
columnist, brilliantly sums this up in his 
Washington Star column July 11, when 
he warns that-

The clamor of the "realists" in this coun
try, if it continues, is likely to "realize" us 
into a Communist-dominated world. 

Mr. Lincoln also warns his readers that 
the Dirksen resolution reiterating Con
gress' long opposition to recognition of 
Red China is still bottled up in the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee, even 
though Majority Leader MANSFIELD co
sponsored this important resolution. 

Because of its timeliness and sound ob
servations, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Gould Lincoln column be printed in 
the RECORD at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE CRY OF THE REALISTS: "BE A RABBIT, GET 

THE HABIT, 'REALIZE', 
(By Gould Lincoln) 

The clamor of the "realists" in this coun
try, if it continues, is likely to "realize" us 
into a Communist-dominated world. How 
many times have they said In recent years: 
"We have to be realistic. Eventually, Red 
China will become a member of the United 
Nations, and eventually Red China will be 
recognized by the United States." 

This is the kind of realism which brought 
the United States to recognize and to estab
lish diplomatic relations with Red Russia, 
which we then proceeded to build up indus
trially and otherwise. The present-day 
realists, while saying that Red China must 
finally become a member of the U.N., insist 
tba.t of course they are opposed to the admis
sion of this bloody-handed Government into 
this union of nations for peace. By their 
constant demand that we be "realistic," how
ever, they have virtually told the Red Chi
nese that if they hold out long enough, they 
can expect recognition and admission to the 
U.N. on their own terms. 

For years this country has been able to 
block discussion of the admission of Red 
China to the U.N. The grounds for rejecting 
Red China are clear enough. The Commu., 
nist government of China sent thousands 
and thousands of men to bolster the North 
Korean Communists in their war with the 
forces of the United Nations itself, which 
had moved quickly, under the leadership of 
the United States, to prevent the takeover 
of the Republtc of Korea. Thousands of 

American fighting z:nen were killed or maimed 
in the Korean struggle. 

RESOLUTION AWAITS ACTION 
The Congress. of the United States has 

gone on record in the past as being opposed 
to the recognition of Red China and against 
that Government's admission to the United 
Nations. It is about to do so again. A 
resolution to this effect has been intro
duced in the Senate by Senator DIRKSEN, of 
Illinois, minority leader of the Senate. He 
has been joined in the sponsorship of this 
resolution by Senator MANSFIELD of Montana, 
the majority leader, and by several other 
Senators. The Foreign Relations Commit
tee of the Senate has as yet taken no action 
on the resolution, and Senator DIRKSEN has 
threatened to offer it as an amendment to 
the mutual security bill-the foreign aid 
bill-unless the resolution is reported out 
and the Senate given a chance to act upon 
it. The same committee is handling the 
foreign aid bill, and is expected to have that 
measure ready to send to the floor of the 
Senate by the end of this week or the first 
of next. In the House of Representatives, 
Representative JUDD, of Minnesota, has in
troduced a similar resolution and it is before 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee which, 
too, has been working on the mutual aid 
bill. 

There the resolution stands. That it 
would be overwhelmingly adopted in both 
Houses of Congress is the prediction of many 
observers. Meanwhile, it is reported that 
the White House-:-meaning the President
is getting opinions from the State Depart
ment and other sources regarding what 
should be the U.S. attitude when this 
question of taking up the admission of 
Red China to the U.N. is brought up in Sep
tember in the General Assembly of that or
ganization, as it seems certain it will be. 
The moratorium on discussion of the Chi
nese question, which this country and its 
supporters have been able to maintain for 
so long--despite the demands of Russia and 
its satellites--is threatened by some of the 
newly admitted African nations. The last 
vote in the Assembly was carried by the 
United States by a narrow margin, and state
ments by the "realists" in this country have 
not helped. 

FIGHT THE ISSUE OUT 
The Kennedy administration does not 

want the recognition and admission of Red 
China to the U.N., although there are "real~ 
ists" in its midst. A strong vote in the 
Congress on the subject may be of assist~ 
ance at this time and a notice to our friends 
in the U.N. that we intend to fight With 
vigor any move to bring Red China into the 
organization. In the meantime, however, 
there have been reports that this country 
might offer some plan to give Red China 
membership, but keep the Nationalist 
Chinese Government on Formosa still a 
member with membership on the Security 
Council. This has been denied, but appar
ently the administration is casting about 
for some plan to prevent a vote in the Gen
eral Assembly to take up the Chinese issue. 
The better course would be to fight this is
sue out, and to attempt to rally all our 
friends. Britain has its own realists on the 
Chinese question, but she has stuck with us 
ln the past loyally. 

Being "realistic" too often in the past has 
proved no less than appeasement in the 
end. In the opinion of some, Woodrow Wil
son was not "realistic" when he took us into 
war against the German military machine in 
1917-unprepared as we were. Harry S. 
Truman was not being realistic when he told 
the Russian Communists to keep hands off 
Greece and Turkey, nor was Dwight D. Ei
senhower being realistic when he told the 

· Red Chinese we would defend Formosa and 
the Chinese Nationalists there from attack. 
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The difficulty today lies in the fact that 

our friends in Europe, in the Middle East, 
and the Far East are not sure how far we 
will go to ba.ck up our words and commit
ments. This is no time for the United States 
to be a nation of rabbits. 

SOVIET WARPLANES ENTERING 
CUBA 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, it is 
now reliably reported here in Washing
ton that Soviet Mig's have begun ar
riving in Cuba. It is also known that 
Cuban pilots have been receiving train
ing in Mig's in Czechoslovakia. These 
Soviet-trained pilots, if not already back 
in Cuba, will be returning shortly. All 
of which poses a further serious· problem 
for this country. It is time to make up 
our mind and for neighbors to make up 
theirs what they propose to do about 
Soviet puppet Castro and the threat he 
represents to the whole Caribbean area 
and Latin America. 

David Lawrence had an extremely im
portant column on this problem in the 
Washington Star for July 11. I ask 
unanimous consent to have this column 
printed in the RECORD at this point in 
my remarks for the benefit of those 
Senators and others who. may want to 
read it. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SOVIET WARPLANES ENTERING CUBA-ACTION 

HELD DEFINITE ATTEMPT BY REDS TO SET 
UP MILITARY BASE IN HEMISPHERE 

(By David Lawrence) 
Authoritative information has been re

ceived here that Russian Mig's have been 
supplied to the Castro government in Cuba. 
The warplanes did not arrive in time to be 
of help to the Cuban dictator before the 
ill-fated invasion in the spring, but the pres
ence today of Soviet war supplies is con
firmed. 

This step is one that has not been given 
any publicity. The reasons are not known. 
Those who do comment on it privately say 
the Cuban Government requested the muni
tions and theoretically is free to buy them 
from any country in the world. 

But while, strictly speaking, any govern
ment may obtain aid from an ally, the 
United States does not recognize the right 
of any European power to gain a foothold 
in any country in this hemisphere. Origi
nally known as the Monroe Doctrine, this 
principle has been adopted as part of the 
international law of this hemisphere by the 
other countries in Latin America. 

What the United States now observes, 
therefore, is a definite attempt on the part 
of the Soviet Government to set up a mili
tary base in this hemisphere. The fact that 
this is being done in collaboration with an 
existing government does not alter the prin
ciple involved. Cuba is 90 miles away from 
the United States and a relatively short dis
tance from other countries in Central and 
South America which have free governments. 

For some strange reason, some of the Latin 
American Governments have been hesitant 
to come out forthrightly against the Soviet 
infiltration of this hemisphere. Yet, if any 
one of them got into trouble, it would be 
pleading with the United States for help. 
Unfortunately, the administration here has 
not crystallized its own Latin American pol
icy except to announce just before the 
Cuban invasion that the United States 
would not intervene militarily. This was, 
unhappily, construed widely to mean that 

under no circumstances would the Washing
ton Government come to the assistance of a 
Latin American Government if it should be 
subverted or, indeed, seized by a. foreign 
power and a. puppet government established 
to carry on its diplomatic relations as well 
as other functions. 

The Soviet scheme is to set up puppet 
governments everywhere. Moscow has done 
so in the Balkans. It is preparing to do so 
in other Latin American countries, as it has 
in Cuba. 

So the concrete question which confronts 
the U.S. Government is whether a puppet 
government, established with the economic 
and military aid of a European power which 
now sends warplanes to such a country, 
should be ignored and no steps taken to 
combat the hostile infiuence which has been 
generated. Certainly the relations between 
the United States and Cuba have grown 
steadily worse under the inspiration of 
Soviet advisers who play a prominent part 
in the Cuban Government. 

The basic fact is that Cuba today has a 
puppet government. There have been no 
elections to give the Cuban people a chance 
to express themselves. They have been en
slaved through methods introduced by 
Soviet stooges who occupy "advisory" posi
tions in the government at Havana. Thus, 
a police state, instead of a free government, 
prevails in Cuba. 

The Kennedy administration has not yet 
made up its mind what its policy eventually 
will be in Cuba. But it is difficult to see 
how there could be a completely hands-off 
attitude while the Soviets quietly ship in 
more and more munitions of war to aid the 
Castro government. The Russian Mig's 
could at any moment pursue guerrilla. tac
tics and damage American cities. The 
Russian Government naturally would dis
claim all knowledge and all responsibility, 
and yet considerable injury might well be 
inflicted for which no recompense could be 
obtained. 

The Cuban problem has been drifting along 
without any concrete action by the United 
States. The shipment of Russian Mig's to 
Cuba, however, accentuates the danger, and 
it is surprising that even in Congress so little 
attention is being paid to what is happening 
90 miles away from the territory of the 
United States. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. · 

Is there further morning business? 

A NATIONAL PRESIDENTIAL NOMI
NATING PRIMARY 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, re
cently I appeared before Senator 
KEFAUVER's Subcommittee on Constitu
tional Amendments and submitted an 
amendment for a presidential nomi
nating primary. I feel very strongly that 
Americans are in part disenfranchised 
in virtually all of our States in the selec
tion of the most important public official 
in America. They have a choice between 
only two men who have any chance of 
being elected President, and in most 
States they have almost nothing to say 
about who is to be nominated by the two 
parties. 

A number of -distinguished Presidents, 
including Woodrow Wilson and Theodore 
Roosevelt,· have favored the kind of pro
posal I have made. The presidential 
primary is now strongly favored by 
Senator KEFAUVER, and Senators 
SMATHERS and SMITH Of Maine have 
similar bills which they have introduced. 
I ask unanimous consent that a portion 
of the hearing before the Kefauver sub
committee be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WILLIAM PROX

MIRE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 
WISCONSIN 
Senator PROXMIRE. Thank you, Mr. Chair

man. 
Mr. Chairman, first let me thank you for 

giving me t h e opportunity to come before 
your subcommittee today. I speak now in 
support of a constitutional amendment, 
which I have proposed, to establish a na~ 
tional presidential nominating primary. 

The plain voter has no real chance to say 
who will be the only two men in the Nation 
with any chance to win the most powerful 
office in the free world-that is, the nominees 
of the Democratic and Republican Parties in 
the presidential election campaigns. With
out t hat chance, what does democracy really 
mean? 

Far less than it should. 
In a democratic form of government such 

as ours it is the plain voter-and by this 
I mean all of the plain voters-who should 
have the right to say who should be their 
governing officials. 

Surely in the choosing of the most im
portant official in our Government, the Pres
ident, the fullest possible participation by 
all voters should be at least legally possible. 
And this idea should apply particularly to 
the primary which narrows the selection 
process to the final choice of two. 

Is it not a far better thing to choose our 
presidential nominees in a national primary, 
where the candidates and their ideas are on 
display and are contending openly, than it 
is to choose them in the narrow, emotional, 
cynical, rumor~fiiled, bandwagon rolling, 
shouting, no-one-listening climate of a party 
convention? 

Senator KEFAUVER. You should include the 
"smoke-filled room." 

Senator PROXMIRE. I will throw that one in 
too, and contrast the smo~e-fllled room and 
the noise and shouting and the emotional 
situation that we have at a convention with 
the quietness of the voting booth, in the 
voting places all over America where every 
voter has an opportunity, if only for a min
ute or so, to think quietly as to the candi
date who, in his judgment, is best quali
fied, and to do so without any pressure. 

Are we not far better served, at this time 
in world history when our system is on trial, 
by placing our trust in all of the people, 
rather than in a partisan few. We now rely 
on a microscopic ratio of 1 unrepresenta
tive, nonresponsible delegate to 20,000 po
tential voters to select the men who will con
tend for our most important office? What a 
vast increase in public interest and educa
tion in public issues would flow from these 
exciting contests. And how urgently that 
public interest and education is needed to
day in our democracy. 

A great American President answered these 
questions in the aftlrmative nearly half a 
century ago. Woodrow Wilson came out 
strongly for a national primary in 1918, and 
support for the idea has been growing ever 
since. The idea. for a national primary is 
not a new one. 

As already has been indicated in his state
ment by the Assistant Attorney General, 
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Robert La Follette, one of the greatest Sena
tors who ever lived and pe~haps the finest 
statesman that was ever developed in our 
State, was a real champion of grassroots 
democracy. And one of the principal meth
ods of achieving grassroots democracy, in 
his judgment, was to have a presidential 
primary. 

Senator KEFAUVER. Then he was joined 
by Senator Norris at that time. 

Senator PaoxMIRE. As I understand it, yes. 
Since the advent of national television 

coverage of the conventions, public opinion 
polls have reflected consistently the fact that 
the vast majority of the American electorate 
wants a more direct voice in the choice of its 
presidential candidates. 

In 1956, 58 percent of a national public 
opinion poll favored a national primary. Na
tional primary bills have been introduced in 
the past by the distinguished chairman of 
this subcommittee, and by Senators 
SMATHERS, of Florida, and SMITH of Maine. 

There are compelling reasons for the adop
tion of this amendment. 

The key weakness lies in the fact that the 
rank and file of the parties' membership do 
not have a meaningful voice in the selection 
of the presidential candidate. 

Theoretically, the national convention is 
a democratic institution, but, in fact, it is 
not representative of .the wishes of the rank 
and file of party members. 

In the majority of our States, the delegates 
to the national conventions are chosen either 
by State conventions or by State party com
mittees. A handful of political leaders can, 
and often does, dominate these conventions 
and committees. 

Some kind of presidential primary does ex
ist in 15 of our States, but in most cases 
these primaries are not responsive instru
ments for carrying out the wishes of the 
mass of the party membership. 

In a few of these States, the delegates are 
named by conventions and the presidential 
poll is only advisory. In some other States, 
delegates are elected by the people, but are 
not pledged to support any particular candi
date. In a third group of States, delegates 
are pledged, but are allowed, under State 
law, to switch to other candidates at the 
convention, according to their own estimate 
of the chances of the various contenders. 

My own State of Wisconsin is one of only 
a few where the delegates are bound to sup
port the candidates who won the primary 
vote. There is no assurance, even in such 
States as these, that the names of all of the 
leading contenders will appear on the ballot. 

The result of all this is a national conven
tion which is guided mainly by a small group 
of political leaders who are motivated by 
what they conceive as being good for their 
party organizations, either at local, State, or 
National level. I can't emphasize this 
enough. What nominee would give the 
party the biggest boost in Wisconsin or 
Tennessee or Arizona becomes the criterion
not who is the best qualified candidate. 

I want to take a minute to refer to the 
presentation just made by Assistant Attorney 
General Katzenbach a few minutes ago 
when he talked about the expense of con
ducting a national primary campaign. I 
think the expense would be less in a na
tional primary, not more. It is necessary 
now under the present system for candidates 
to go into virtually every State, one way or 
another, in order to secure support. On the 
other hand in a national primary, held on 
the same day in the whole Nation, national 
media which are far more efficient through:. 
out the country could be utilized in all 
States at once. The campaign could be con.: 
ducted far more efficiently than a campaign 
in which candidates have to go into State 
after State and use different methods ·and 
systems. 

For this reason I think the expense might 
well be less. But I am disappointed there 
h as not been a study ·to support the charge 

as made by the Assistant Attorney General 
that this would cost more. 

I think that on the basis of the experience 
which the chairman has had, certainly as 
much as anyone active in public life today, 
the present system is enormously expensive. 

Senator KEFAUVER. I want to say that I 
thoroughly agree with Senator PaoxMIRE 
about the expense. As a matter of fact, a 
candidate without financial means would 
have a much better opportunity of getting 
his message to the people by putting it on 
a nationwide primary held on the same day 
as under the present system. 

Under the present system, as you say, you 
have to go to all of the States. And I think, 
as I said a few minutes ago, the cost in non
primary States of trying to get your delegates 
is much larger than where you have the 
opportunity of appealing directly to the 
people in the States. 

I think this national primary system 
would encourage candidates who might be 
qualified but who do not have a lot of 
financial backing to participate. And I 
think it would be a good thing. 

Senator PROXMIRE. I agree with you. 
The fact is that when a man has built up 
an outstanding reputation as a Senator, as 
a Governor, as a fine administrator at the 
Cabinet level or as an outstanding business
man in private life, that this is a reputation 
that becomes a national reputation; and the 
national primary would enable people to 
run on the basis of their record and what 
they have established, rather than on their 
skill at manipulating the particular kind of 
political situation which existed in either a 
primary State or a convention State or a 
party committee State. 

And I think it would minimize, there is 
no question about this-it would minimize 
the importance of partisan connections and 
associations with people who happen to be 
in power in particularly important States. 

The second point made by Mr. Katzen
bach was one in which he referred to Gov
.ernor Stevenson and said that it would take 
too much time from their duties for candi
dates occupying important office. Anybody 
who looked at the record of candidates in 
the past--Senator Taft, who was, certainly, 
a brilliant and fine Senator, Senator Ken
nedy, who was also a splendid Senator-all 
of the candidates went all out to win this 
nomination and they served a wonderful 
purpose in doing so. They were absent a 
great deal in the past from their duties. 

They brought their message to the people. 
And I think the most important function 
that a man in public life can perform is to 
go out to the people and argue his position 
and try to persuade them to follow wise 
and thoughtful national and international 
positions. 

I am sure . it takes time away from im
portant duties, but I think that this is the 
most important time that a man can spend. 
So that I think to say that it would take 
time and detract from their duties is not a 
persuasive argument for two reasons: In the 
first place, the present system is extremely 
time consuming; and in the second place, I 
think that the time that would be taken 
under the new system would be time ex
tremely well spent. 

Senator KEFAUVER. Let me say that I think 
that the time argument is facetious. It 
seems to assume that under the present 
system you do not have to go into the non
primary States to campaign. I can speak 
by experience that you have to go there, in 
any event, to do any good. 

You not only have to go once but you have 
to go several times. 

And in the nonprimary States you visit the 
States, certainly, before the delegates are 
elected, and after the delegates are elected 
you go back to talk to the delegates. 
Whereas, under a primary system you make 
your appeal to the people and the primary 
election would be held. 

So I think that nationwide primaries will 
take really less time than is consumed by 
the present system. That is, assuming that 
you go out and campaign. 

Senator PaoxMIRE. The point just made 
by the chairman, it seems to me, is the crux 
of this whole thing: the time would be spent 
differently. Instead of the distinguished 
public servant spending his time arguing 
with individual delegates and talking to dele
gates or appealing to delegates on some basis, 
he would spend his time making a broad 
appeal to all of the people, he would spend 
his time trying to inform the people and 
persuade the people to his viewpoint. 

And it seems to me this is the most es
sential role in a; democracy. 

The final objection made by Mr. Katzen
bach was that it would be divisive to have 
this kind of a national primary, that there 
would be the danger of fomenting long
lasting division within the party. I think 
this is absolutely the opposite of what hap
pens. 

We have had experience in both Oregon 
and Wisconsin with a primary system, and 
I say this prevents a lot of divisions. If we 
leave the nomination decision up to the 
party convention or committee it is most 
divisive. On the other hand if you leave it 
up to the people, there is no basis on which 
factions in the State can dispute the voice 
of the people. The sovereign electorate has 
spoken in the primary, as one man or the 
other has won. It is clear then that the 
people prefer candidate A to candidate B. 
And, therefore, all people can properly unite 
behind him. 

But when this is decided in a convention, 
by a very few people, there . is bound to be 
bitterness and divisiveness. And I think this 
is one of the elements that would be avoided 
by having ·a national primary instead of 
having the kind of system we have now. 

Senator KEFAUVER. You are quite right. 
As a part of our American system, when the· 
people have spoken on issues, everybody 
feels that it is fairly and honestly and prop
erly settled-when they have done so. And 
they get behind whoever the majority voted 
for. 

Senator PROXMmE. I believe that my pro
posal for a national primary would go a long 
way toward rectifying such abuses in the 
nominating system. Here is what my 
amendment would do: 

1. Under the provisions of the amendment, 
any candidate who wished to seek his party's 
presidential nomination whould file a peti
tion with the Secretary of State bearing a 
number of signatures equal to at least 1 
percent of the votes cast in the previous 
presidential election. The votes would come 
from a cross section of our States, repre
senting those of large, medium, and small 
populations. 

2. The national - presidential nominating 
primary would be held on the first Tuesday 
after the first Monday in August of presi
dential electio:q, years. Each State would be 
entitled to as many votes as it has in the 
electoral college. Whichever candidate won 
a majority of the votes in a given State 
would receive that State's full electoral 
vote. The candidate who had a majority of 
his party's electoral votes in the primary 
would thus be designated as its presidential 
nominee. If none of the aspirants won a 
majority of electoral votes, a runoff primary 
would be held in September between the 
two candidates who made the best showing 
in the August primary. 

3. There would still be an important func
tion for national conventions to perform in 
each party. They would be entrusted with 
the nomination of the vice presidential can
didates and the writing of the party plat
forms. 

In the past, with the great spotlight of 
public interest focused on the selection of 
presidential candidates at these hectic na
tional gatherings, it has all too often been 
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the case that vice presidential candidates 
have been named as an afterthought. And 
the important task of hammering out a 
meaningful party platform has been per
formed in relative obscurity. With the nomi
nation of the presidential candidates accom
plished before the convention, it might now 
be possible to give weighty and proper con
sideration to the naming of the vice-presi
dential candidates and the construction ot 
the party platforms. This should also mean 
a shorter and less windy national conven
tion, which should be a delight to the vast 
television audience that has, in the past, 
been alternately bored and disgusted by 
long-drawn-out conventions. What could 
be more in keeping with the educational 
function of a national election than a full
scale debate over its platform by each of 
our major parties at its national conven
tion? 

Much has been said in criticism of the 
American voter in recent years, and, re
grettably, the voter's record is not all that 
we might wish it to be. But I think, in the 
long run, the voter is still the best judge 
of his own interests, and the most ap
propriate vehicle for the choice of a presi
dential candidate. 

I might say before I conclude, It is my 
understanding that the President has in
dicated that he favors State primaries as 
they are now but has not committed himself 
in favor of a national primary. And as the 
Senator from Wisconsin, as one who is very 
conscious of our own system, I might say 
that the national primary might, indeed, be
come the only alternative, because there is 
every prospect the State primary in Wiscon
sin may be abolished. 

There is strong support in our State for its 
abolition, including the most powerful pa
per in our State, some of the leading figures 
in both parties have spoken in favor of 
abolishing it. The number of States with 
primaries has been diminishing in numbers 
throughout the country. 

It seems to me that if we are going to have 
any opportunity for any people throughout 
America to speak their mind, except in pub
lic opinion polls, this kind of proposal should 
get the most serious consideration from the 
Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, let me thank you again for 
the privilege of coming before you and your 
subcommittee today. 

Senator KEFAUVER. I want to say that while 
your statement is brief, it is one of the most 
forceful statements I have heard in favor of 
the national primary. I think you have 
rendered a great service in proposing your 
amendment which has much merit and in 
presenting your very thoughtful arguments 
in favor of some kind of nationwide primary 
for the leading political parties. 

There are two advantages and benefits that 
accrue but not discussed specifically. 

One, I think it is by the educational proc
ess for candidates in the primary to get out 
among the people, with the people and have 
a chance of meeting them and letting them 
meet you, hear what you have to say, what 
your proposal is, what you stand for. I think 
that would make for better understanding 
of national issues and more participation in 
elections, all of which is to the good. 

And second, that when somebody has 
campaigned in a national primary and has 
won, the issues he presented should be 
meaningful to the delegates to the national 
convention in writing their platforms, as 
shown by the American people who will have 
spoken. 

Senator PROXMIRE. May I just say that I 
think the first point of the educational 
process would be served, and deserves a great 
deal of emphasis in view of the feeling that 
many people have that the public has be
come too apathetic-and, indeed, they have. 
One way of getting away from that apathy, 
exciting the interest of the people, getting 
them involved, 1s to give them an opportu-

nity to vote in an election of this kind, where 
it would be the most colorful kind of cam
paign, the most important and significant 
kind of election opportunity. 
· And there is no question when people have 
the chance to vote, they give far more con
sideration to what is at issue. 

And then the second point I think we can 
go a little bit further and say this: That 
where ideas have been hammered out in pri
mary campaigns and have been put to the 
test of the primary election and then you 
have a follow-through in the general elec
tion you would have, as the chairman has 
pointed out, platforms that would reflect 
these ideas. And you would also have a 
far better chance of writing these ideas into 
the law when Congress convenes in the fol
lowing January because the American people, 
as well as the Members of Congress, would 
be so far better informed on the attitude 
toward these proposals. 

Senator KEFAUVER. I think that is a very 
good observation. 

Another thing is, do you not feel, Sen
ator PROXMIRE, that the rank-and-file party 
members would be more likely to support the 
candidate who is finally nominated if they 
had participated in his election in the first 
place? 

Senator PROXMIRE. I think there is no ques
tion about it. Also, I think that the candi
dates-if they supported candidate B and 
candidate A had won, I think that the feel
ing which you often get, no question about 
it, in both parties, the feeling that you get 
that they have been somehow beaten out of 
it by sharp dealings at a convention, would 
be overcome because, as you have said before, 
the voice of the people has been heard. And 
I think that the people recognize this kind 
of decision, where they refuse to accept the 
decision of the convention which often seems 
to be and sometimes is unfair. 

Senator KEFAUVER. Thank you very much, 
Senator. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Thank you. 

THE WISCONSIN IDEA 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one 
of the most illustrious histories of the 
State of Wisconsin and one of the most 
important is the so-called Wisconsin 
idea. Many people have asked me about 
it. I remember that when the President 
of the United States was campaigning in 
the State of Wisconsin in October 1960, 
he made reference to the Wisconsin idea, 
and was very enthusiastic about what 
it represents. 

Actually, the Wisconsin idea was the 
inspiration of Charles VanHise, the for
mer president of the University of Wis
consin, to extend the boundaries of the 
State university to the boundaries of the 
State itself, and to use the intelligence 
and the skill and understanding of the 
faculty of the University of Wisconsin 
for the benefit of all the State, particu
larly for the State government as it 
works for the people. 

The Milwaukee Journal has just print
ed a very interesting and excellent arti
cle on President Van Hise, one of the 
most outstanding and distinguished pres
idents the University of Wisconsin ever 
had, a man who had perhaps as much 
to do with the Wisconsin idea and in 
making it workable and practical and 
effective as anyone. 

I ask unanimous consent that the arti
cle published in the Milwaukee Journal 
describing President Van Hise's making 
of the Wisconsin idea be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
HE MADE THE "WISCONSIN IDEA" FAMOUs

PRESIDENT VAN HISE ExTENDED THE BOUND
ARIES OF THE UNIVERSITY TO THE BOUND
ARIES OF THE STATE; NEW BIOGRAPHY RE
CALLS HIS TALENTS AS SCIENTIST, EDUCATOR 
AND ORGANIZER 
The big map on the t able depicted the 

Marquette iron range, an area of complex 
geology in Michigan's Upper Peninsula. The 
sunburned young geologist bending over it 
was Charles Richard Van Hise, a University 
of Wisconsin instructor and a part-time as
sistant o! the U.S. Geological Survey. 

Van Hise and a survey party had tramped 
the woods and granite hills all that summer 
in the 1880's, collecting data. Now, with 
the map a smudge of scribbles showing out
crops and slopes, it was time to try to de
duce how the strata were folded thousands 
of feet beneath the surface. 

For ne·arly a month VanHise paced round 
and round the table, calculating angles, 
cross-checking outcrops, figuring and re
figuring in an effort to plot the patterns of 
the rocky jumble under his feet. It was like 
trying to fit together an enormous three
dimensional jigsaw puzzle in which most of 
the parts were missing. Often the end of a 
day found the scientist twisting his beard 
in frustration. 

He stuck to it, though, driving his brain 
with sheer willpower, sweating his way 
through weeks of exhausting mental gym
nastics. And, in the end, he wrote the de
tailed and remarkably accurate report that 
is still the basic study on this world-famous 
iron range. 

OTHERS DREAMED; VANHISE ACTED 
"Geological insight alone could not have 

solved the problem," writes Maurice M. 
Vance in a new biography, "Charles Rich
ard Van Hise," published by the Wisconsin 
Historical Society. "To complete his task, 
Van Hise needed persistence as unyielding 
as the rock formations he was studying." 
It was this same persistence that triumphed 
when, as president of the university from 
1903 to 1918, Van Hise championed the 
"Wisconsin idea" of a first-rate university 
with a campus extending to the State bound
aries. 

The Wisconsin idea was not solely Van 
Rise's creation. Several predecessors, be
ginning with Chancellor John Lathrop in 
the 1850's had voiced the hope that the 
university might one day serve the whole 
State, socially, economically and politically. 
Thomas Chamberlain, president from 1887 
to 1892, experimented with institutes for 
farmers and mechanics and a lecture series 
patterned after the Chautauqua circuit. 

It remained for Van Hise, however, to 
raise the university to international emi
nence and, at the same time, bring it into 
the daily lives of the people who paid for it. 

Much of what he did might have been 
done by any good administrator. He re
vitalized the alumni association, launched 
a weekly bulletin to the newspapers and 
extended student self-government to men 
(women had enjoyed it since 1897). Despite 
strong criticism he set up a student medi
cal clinic and began buying land. 

His building program, begun with a steam 
plant chimney "adequate for a campus of 
10,000 students," was something of a joke to 
his critics in a day when enrollment had not 
yet reached 4,000. But he persisted and 
during the 15 years of his presidency the 
State spent nearly as much for university 
buildings as it had during the previous half 
century. He brought the forest products 
laboratory to the campus and persuaded the 
U.S. Geological Survey to keep a survey 
office there. 

At the same time he set as his goal a 
university "as broad a-s human endeavor, 
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as high as human aspiration." And to ac
complish this he began crusading for the 
extension program, increased emphasis on 
research and faculty participation govern
ment that was to put the phrase, "the Wis
consin idea," on the tongues of educators, 
writers and statesmen everywhere, until 
even Van Hise was tired of hearing it. 

VanHise believed that the creative efforts 
of the university could be useful in every
thing from agriculture to fine arts. As a 
result, his extension work, short courses, in
stitutes and lectures became the most ambi
tious ever conducted by an American uni
versity. Before he died, in 1918, a farmer 
or a housewife could take correspondence 
courses ranging from cake baking to soil 
analysis. Books, pamphlets, lantern slides 
and motion pictures poured out of the cam
pus offices. University speakers invaded 
lecture platforms from Lake Superior to the 
IlUnois border. 

SET AN EXAMPLE WITH HARD WORK 

The indefatigable president set an exam
ple for the kind of ·public service he ex
pected from his faculty by taking posts on 
five State commissions at once. As a mem
ber of the State geological and natural his
tory survey, the forestry board, and, later, as 
the chairman of the first conservation com
mission, he did much to develop a conserva
tion program for the State. By 1908, 41 
faculty members were commissioners. To
day the university works with a score of 
State agencies, many of which have their 
headquarters on the campus. 

Fortunately Van Hise also was a first-class 
scholar. From the first he insisted that re
search was not merely a worthy sideline but 
a major duty of a State university. 

It was, however, this emphasis on creative 
scholarship which attracted first rank minds 
to Wisconsin and enharwed a tradition of 
intellectual excellence already two decades 
old. And, as Vance points out, it was hard to 
complain of lack of time to a man who pro
duced nearly 90 books and articles, including 
several monographs that are still regarded as 
standard works. 

The results were spectacular, if not uni
versally applauded at home. President 
Charles W. Eliot of Harvard was to call Wis
consin "America's leading State university" 
in 1908; Lincoln Steffens, chief of the muck
raking writers, was to state that same year 
that Wisconsin was "leading not only your 
neighbors, but the whole wide world." 
Theodore Roosevelt, Van Rise's friend, was 
to write in 1911 that "in no other State in 
the Union has any university done the same 
work for the community that has been done 
in Wisconsin by the University of Wisconsin." 

Delegations of educators came from every
where to study the Wisconsin system and to 
meet Van Hise, its acknowledged genius. 
And it appears that many were surprised 
when simultaneously confronted with the 
man and the idea. For, on casual meeting, 
it was hard to believe that this onetime farm
boy and lifelong Wisconsin resident could 
have accomplished such a revolution. 

A MAN WHOSE FACTS WERE STRAIGHT 

A husky man with a hooked nose and 
sharp, almost fierce eyes, Van Hise was some
times tactless and a bulldog in an argument. 
He stammered as a youth and, in his 
maturity, was a ponderous word groper. 

The secret of his success, says Vance, was 
that "his abilities and personal characteris
tics were, on the whole, well coordinated 
to produce results surpassing what one 
might have expected from a study of his 
attributes separately." 

He had a keen mind, vast energy, and 
an ability to grasp and work with moun
tains of data. He also was highly persua
sive. Such ability stemmed from the fact 
that people who got to know him recognized 
a man whose facts were straight, whose 

judgment was sound and whose evaluations 
were unprejudiced. 

Born on a farm near Madison, Van Hise 
was graduated from the university in 1879 
and stayed on to teach and take the first 
doctorate of philosophy ever awarded there. 
Summers he worked for the U.S. Geological 
Survey and, in a few years, made an inter
national reputation as an expert on the 
crystalline rocks and mineral deposits of the 
Lake Superior region. 

Though he wasn't a flamboyant lecturer, 
the students liked him and, when President 
Charles Adams died, he became a popular 
faculty choice to succeed him. Dean Edward 
A. Birge, the other candidate, was so polished 
and precise that comparing the two was "like 
comparing a Dutch windmill to a Swiss 
watch." 

But the faculty had learned that while 
Van Hise was rough, he was likeable, talented 
and a rock of integrity. He also demon
strated an ability to concentrate on the forest 
rather than the trees. When the regents 
met after a year of stalling, the 46-year-old 
geologist was elected president by one vote. 

KNEW HOW TO PUT OTHERS TO WORK 

Van Hise hated to leave research. But, 
while he became less and less a geologist, his 
new responsibilities stimulated rather than 
stifled extracurricular interests. 

"Only one point in my policy is fixed," he 
wrote a friend soon after his election. "This 
is that I shall do nothing that I can get any
one else to do." 

He meant it, too, as his associates dis
covered, and became so skillful at delegating 
authority that his incidental activities soon 
almost overshadowed his great work at the 
university. 

He was called to the White House in 1908 
by Theodore Roosevelt to take a leading part 
in a nationwide conservation conference. 
Later he wrote a book that was the first, and 
for many years the only general treatment of 
the subject of conservation. 

He served as arbitrator in the national · 
strike of locomotive engineers in 1912. He 
was a member o~ a committee seeking funds 
from the Carnegie Foundation and so im
pressed its representatives that he was named 
to their board of trustees. He was elected 
president of every national scholarly society 
to which he was eligible. Harvard, Yale, 
Dartmouth, Williams, and Chicago gave him 
honorary degrees. 

The League of Nations was his last con
suming interest. He had just begun to 
spend most of his time fighting for it when 
he died, at 61, of infection following a minor 
operation. 

Typically, he had a set of newly received 
proofs at his hospital bedside. 

JAY SCRIBA. 

TAX REFORM 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

Saturday Evening Post has a reputation 
as a conservative and careful observer of 
political affairs. Recently the Saturday 
Evening Post printed an article entitled 
"What's Wrong With Our Income Tax 
Laws?" It was written by Harold H. 
Martin, a Post editor. 

This is an unusually competent article, 
because it discusses the inequities which 
benefit a few wealthy taxpayers in Amer
ica at the expense of many others. The 
article is so instructive and so thought
ful that I believe it is worthy of being 
called to the attention of all Members of 
Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senator may have 3 ad
ditional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I ask unanimous 
consent that the article from the Satur
day Evening Post be printed in the REc
ORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
WHAT'S WRONG WITH OUR INCOME-TAX LAWS? 

(By Harold H. Martin) 
The process by which the Federal Gov

ernment extracts more than $40 billion in 
personal income tax from 84 million Ameri
cans every year is a miracle and a wonder. 
Never before, in any country, have so many 
people parted with so much of their wealth 
with so little overt protest and so little 
covert cheating. In all the ages of struggle 
between taxgatherer and taxpayer no more 
effective system of collection has been de
vised than this simple process by which the 
individual citizen, supervised only by his 
conscience, sits down to add up his income, 
assess his own tax, write out his own check 
and send it to his Government, or permits 
most, if not all, of his tax to be withheld 
from his wages or his salary without his 
ever seeing the money at all. 

That he does this with so little grumbling 
is perhaps as much a measure of his patri
otism as of his fear of punishment. It is a 
measure also of his belief that the tax laws, 
though sometimes harsh to the point of 
brutality, are basically equitable and fair. 

Once this has been said, it is also necessary 
to add that anyone who believes that the 
income-tax laws as they now are applied are 
simple, logical, or equally fair to all, is naive 
to the point of idiocy. The world's most 
efficient taxing system is actually a fantastic 
tangle of inequities and special preferences, 
and every year disenchanted taxpayers in 
greater numbers are becoming aware that 
this is so. By any standard which may be 
applied in determining what makes a tax 
system good or bad-its fairness, its effect 
on the economy, the adequacy of the reve
nue it provides, its ease of administration 
and compliance-our present taxing process 
is full of structural faults. 

The first questions that must be asked in 
examining any tax law are simply these: Is 
it fair and just? Does it tax equal incomes 
equally? Does it tax unequal incomes in a 
progression that recognizes differences in the 
intangible ability to pay, but does not unduly 
penalize the man who by extra effort or su
perior talent earns a larger income than his 
fellows? 

The answer to each of these questions is 
no. The tax laws as they are now applied 
ignore the fundamental law on which they 
are based-the 16th amendment to the Con
stitution, which says that Congress has the 
power to levy and collect taxes on all incomes 
from whatever sources derived. Under the 
present system, billions of dollars of what 
the economists consider personal income pay 
no tax at all, and income from certain sources 
is treated with a special tenderness. 

Comparisons drawn up by the Internal 
Revenue Service illustrate the latter point. 
A taxpayer with a wife and two children, 
with $7,000 in income derived exclusively 
from wages or salary, would pay a tax of $780. 
A taxpayer in similar circumstances, with 
$7,000 in income derived from dividends, 
would pay $609.60. A taxpayer with $7,000 
received from the sale of securities giving 
him a long-term capital gain would pay a 
tax of $155. A taxpayer whose $7,000 came 
from interest on State or municipal securi
ties would pay no tax at all. 

Here then is an obvious inequity-a tax 
preference granted mainly to those in the 
higher brackets, for despite the fact that 
millions of small taxpayers now own a few 
shares of stock, it is mainly the higher 
bracket taxpayer who has any appreciable 
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'income from dividends or capital gains. 
And it is almost exclusively the well to do 
who own tax-exempt State and local bonds. 

There are economic reasons for this un
equal treatment of equal income, and those 
who benefit from it can defend their special 
preference with cogent arguments. The fact 
that such escape hatches exist, however, 
reflects a conviction in Congress that the 
high-bracket rates are far too high, and that 
special concessions must be made to soften 
their impact. Even these concessions, 
though, do not restore fairness to the tax 
structure. They benefit the man who can 
spend his time manipulating his money to 
take advantage of them. They penalize the 
young doctor, lawyer or business executive 
who concentrates on his profession or his 
job and by his dedication, energy, and talent 
pushes his income into upper brackets. 

Actually, the whole range of the tax struc
ture, from the lowest bracket to the top, 
is riddled with inequities, concessions, and 
special preferences. Whether he knows it or 
not, nearly every taxpayer, except the un
married individual earning a wage or salary, 
has some sort of tax umbrella over his head. 
The tax laws favor the married man over the 
bachelor, the family with children over the 
chlldless couple, the householder over the 
renter, the elderly over the middle aged or 
the young. Each concession is based on some 
social or economic consideration which to 
the Congress seems compelling, but each does 
violence to the principle of equity which says 
that equal income shall be taxed alike. 

In addition to being fair, which the pres
ent system is not, a good tax law should pro
mote economic growth and stability. 
Whether our present taxing system accom
plishes this is a matter for sharp debate. 
Speakers before luncheon clubs receive 
clamorous applause when they charge that 
our present high tax rates stultify the econ
omy by draining off all the spare cash that 
the taxpayer otherwise would save and in
vest. The country is being ruined, they 
argue. Incentive is being destroyed. 
Ground down by taxes, the mass of Amer
icans is being pushed inexorably into a state 
of threadbare poverty. 

Both the statistics and the testimony of 
one's own eyes refute this charge. Though 
the taxpayer may cry out in anguish every 
AprU 15, the bite the Government puts on 
his total income is far less than he thinks it 
is. Though tax rates range from 20 to 91 
percent, the amount that finally ends up in 
the Treasury amounts to less than 11 per
cent of total personal income. During the 
past 20 years we have paid the highest taxes 
in our history. At the same time we have 
made more, saved more, invested more, and 
spent more on new houses, new cars, new 
~lathes, new gadgets-and vacations in Eu
rope--than ever before. 

High taxes, therefore, have not crippled the 
economy. They have, instead, cushioned it 
from disastrous cyclic swings. In times of 
rising prosperity, when more and more peo
ple move into the next higher bracket, the 
progressive tax rate rapidly siphons off ex
cess cash and thus helps to control infia
tion. In times of recession, with more and 
more taxpayers dropping into lower brack
ets, the percentage of income going into 
taxes falls sharply, and more dollars are 
avaUable for the purchase of consumer goods, 
a stimulant to the economy. One of the 
virtues of our progressive tax system is this 
flexib111ty that brings an automatic reaction 
to economic change. 

At the same time, the concessions built 
into the tax structure serve to warp and 
twist the economy out of the path it would 
be expected to follow if the tax laws were 
neutral in their application. The present 
taxing process reduces the mobility of both 
men and capital. The ambitious young ex
ecutive in the upper tax brackets finds it 
almost impossible to accumulate the capital 

that would permit him to start his own busi
ness; he also hesitates to take the better
paying job that would greatly increase his 
tax liability. The man with dollars to invest 
does not necessarlly seek out the struggling 
young company which needs additional cap
ital to realize its bright prospects. He puts 
his money into an industry which enjoys 
some special tax preference. A thousand 
dollars invested in oil, coal, iron, timber, 
textiles, or automobile manufacturing might 
hold out the promise of the same return be
fore taxes. But the "keeping money" after 
taxes would be far different, for the extrac
tive industries enjoy tax benefits that manu
facturing does not share. The high rates 
stimulate certain forms of investment, rath
er than investment generally, and the econ
omy as a whole suffers by this distortion. 

A good tax system should also be simple. 
The tax laws as they now stand are so com
plicated that even the tax courts do not 
agree on what they mean, and 80,000 tax 
lawyers make a good living trying to inter
pret them to their clients. They are not 
always successful. Nor does the system op
erate with precision. Every year taxpayers 
pay or have withheld some $4 billion more 
than they owe, and thus are entitled to re
funds. Internal Revenue audits show that 
other taxpayers, through carelessness, ig
norance, or chicanery, have paid in some 
$600 million less than they owe, and are 
therefore subject to penalty. 

From the above it may be argued that the 
world's fairest and most effective tax system 
is neither fair enough nor effective enough, 
and as more and more taxpayers clamor for, 
and are granted, special preferences, it is 
growing less equitable and less effective 
every year. From the 20-percent impost, 
which all but the poorest must bear, to the 
91-percent bracket, which the wealthy seek 
to avoid by every legal means their lawyers 
can devise, the tax rates are too high. At 
the same time, the tax base on which these 
rates are applied is too narrow. The dilem
ma the tax reformers face is this: To lower 
the rates without broadenin~ the base would 
starve the Government of its revenue. To 
broaden the base without lowering the rates 
would flood the Treasury with dollars-and 
bring the taxpayers of the country nearer to 
that state of shabby poverty which the 
luncheon-club orators so graphically fore
tell. 

The problem, therefore, is to find a plan 
whereby many bill1ons of dollars now un
taxed can be brought into the tax pool, and 
there taxed at drastically lower rates which 
still will provide the Government with at 
least as much revenue as it now receives. 

President Kennedy, in his tax message, 
has taken tentative steps in this direction, 
and the base-broadening and loophole-clos
ing measures he has recommended have been 
under bitter debate on Capitol H111 since May. 
While this battle rages, his tax experts in the 
Treasury and in his Council of Economic Ad
visers are working on the even more drastic 
reforms he will propose for 1962 and there
after. 

Before discussing inequities which must 
be eliminated before rates can be lowered, 
it may be helpful to take a quick, pano
ramic look at the income tax as it has 
evolved through years of war and depression, 
and to define the word "income" as it is 
used today. 

Since our revolutionary ancestors tossed 
King George's tea into Boston Harbor, Ameri
cans have looked with a moderate rancor on 
all tax measures. They have particularly re
sented government dipping its hand into 
their pockets to seize a share of their per
sonal earnings, and they have sought to 
avoid such imposts by shifting the burden 
to other forms of taxes whicl::. seem less 
painful. The War of the Revolution and 
the War of 1812 were fought on funds raised 
by loans from foreign governments, and bJ 

customs duties, and by excise taxes levied 
on such luxuries as tobacco, alcohol and 
sugar. It was not until the Civil War that 
the country could bring itself to impose a 
minuscule Federal income tax, and this 
measure was wiped off the books as soon as 
the shooting ended. 

An effort to revive it was made in 1894, 
but the Supreme Court immediately killed 
the law, and it was 1913 before Congress 
finally acquired the constitutional taxing 
power it holds today. The provisions of 
that first law should make today's taxpayers 
weep. It provided for an exemption of $3,000 
for a single person, $4,000 for a married 
couple, with an impost of 1 per cent on the 
first $20,000. Above that a surtax was im
posed that rose to 6 percent on incomes of 
$500,000 or more. With these high exemp
tions, only a handful were affected. Since 
then the tax has proliferated until today 
more than one-third of the total population 
is caught in its toils, and personal income 
t axes provide more than half of the Gov
ernment's $78,500,000,000 in budget receipts. 

In paying this huge tax bill, which in 1960 
amounted to $40,700,000,000, the anguished 
taxpayer naturally feels that all his resources 
are being taxed away, that no dollar of in
come has escaped the collector's clutches. 
The economist knows that this is not true. 
in 1959, for example, individual Americans 
had a total personal income of $383,300,000,-
000. They paid taxes on $167,900,000,000. 

What happened to the rest of it-the 
$215,400,000,000 which bore no tax? How 
did it escape? And why? 

The answer is fairly simple. We not only 
use our tax laws as a source of revenue, but 
we temper them to serve certain social and 
economic ends which we believe to be worth
while. We begin by exempting all social se
curity benefits. For humanitarian reasons, 
we exempt unemployment compensation, re
lief payments, sick pay, if it is less than $100 
a week, compensation received for illness or 
accident, life insurance paid after death, and 
the value of the housing allowance furnished 
to clergymen. For social reasons, we exempt 
payments made to churches and charitable 
organizations, in the belief that the tax
payer should be encouraged to support such 
good causes. 

Some income is exempted because it would 
be too hard to identify, evaluate, and tax, 
such as the value of the food and fuel the 
farmer grows and consumes and the value of 
the imputed rent that a householder who 
owns his own home allegedly receives. 

Certain exemptions and special deductions 
are allowed because they are believed to serve 
national purposes which transcend the mere 
raising of revenue. The depletion allowance 
for oil and natural gas was written into the 
law because it was believed that a business 
so financially hazardous and so important to 
the national defense was worthy of special 
protection. The 25 percent applied to cap
ital gains was designed to keep investment 
money flowing into the economy. The ex
emption from taxes of interest received from 
State and municipal bonds has served to en
courage local governments to build roads, 
schools, and hospitals out of private money 
without direct Federal subsidy. 

Most of the tax laws which Mr. Kennedy 
now seeks to change were designed to serve 
some useful purpose other than the raising 
of revenue. The exemption on income 
earned overseas was a measure to stimulate 
the fiow of American economic know-how 
to undeveloped countries, thus serving our 
foreign policy. It was not contemplated that 
famous writers and movie stars should use it 
to avoid paying the tax by moving to such 
low-tax countries as Spain or Switzerland. 
The $50 dividend exclusion and the 4-percent 
tax credit on dividend income had for their 
purpose the enc::ouraging of investment by 
removing some of the double tax on divi
dends. For every $100 in corporation profits, 
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for example, the Government takes $52 in 
corporation income tax. The remaining $48, 
when distributed in dividends, is taxed at 
whatever rate applies to the individual who 
receives the dividends. The law permitting 
the deduction of entertainment costs recog
nized the fact that wining and dining a cus
tomer, within limits, could be considered a 
reasonable business expense. 

Thus there was at least some logic behind 
most tax concessions when they first were 
written into the law. Others were recognized 
as conveying special privileges, but, in the 
economic situation existing at the time the 
law was written, these privileges seemed to 
be so trivial as to be of no concern. They 
became important loopholes, shelters, or tax 
havens, only as the economy grew, or as the 
laws themselves were modified. Ever since 
the high-bracket rates went into effect dur
ing World War II, Congress, when a special 
privilege threatened the equity of the tax 
structure, has chosen to cure the situation 
not by closing the escape hatch to all, but by 
opening it wider so that more and more tax
payers could slip through. The result has 
been a continuous erosion of the tax base. 

The capital-gains tax, the most compli
cated of the special tax concessions, was 
originally conceived as applying to profits 
made on the sale of property such as stocks 
or real estate. The law has since been 
amended to bring under the capital-gains 
umbrella such diverse activities as the sale 
of timber, royalties on inventions, livestock 
held for breeding, draft or dairy purposes, 
the sale of land with unharvested crops, 
royalty payments for the production of coal, 
and lump-sum payments from retirement 
plans. An asset held until death and passed 
on to a beneficiary pays no capital-gains tax 
at all, though the recipient may sell it the 
next day at its full market value. If it is 
given away to an approved charity, it is fully 
deductible. With so many loopholes opening 
up, the greatest intellectual effort being ex
pended in the United States today, outside 
the halls of science, is the search for ways to 
convert ordinary income into capital gains. 

Economists, who usually are not high
salaried men, take a somewhat bilious look 
at the capital-gains tax as applied to some 
lump-sum retirement payments and to stock 
option plans. Under these devices, high
priced executives may convert what other
wise would be ordinary income, subject to 
a high tax rate, into a capital gain taxed at 
25 percent. Some forms of lump-sum retire
ment payments are merely an accumulation 
of salary which the executive chooses not to 
receive until his working days are over. The 
stock-option plan is an equally happy ar
rangement. Under it, corporation employees, 
usually in the upper executive echelons, are 
given options to buy large blocks of stock at 
below the market price. No risk is in
volved, for if the stock should fall in value 
'before the option is exercised, the company 
will amiably issue new options at a lower 
price. 

One example of the operation of the stock
option plan which the economists are fond 
of citing is that of a large automobile com
pany. In 1953 it granted its chairman the 
right to buy 6,000 shares of stock at $315 a 
share. By the end of 1959 these shares were 
worth $6,300,000 more than they cost, and if 
sold the executive would have had a profit, 
after capital-gains taxes, which would have 
averaged out at more than $670,000 a year. 
To have had that much left after paying 
ordinary income taxes he would have had to 
have had a salary of $5 million a year. 
Stockholders are very sensitive about high 
executive salaries. They are less concerned 
with stock-option deals, even though such 
operations dilute their own interest. 

Aside from being born rich, or marrying 
money, the easiest way to acquire great 
wealth under the present tax laws is to 
finance a successful search for oil-an en
terprise in which many professional men, 

such as doctors and lawyers, invest their 
spare cash, even though they may have no 
more knowledge of oil geology than a ba
boon. For a man in the very high brackets 
there is strong inducement to take a flyer in 
oil even though the risks are great. If, for 
example, a m an in the 90-percent bracket 
should invest $100,000 in oil exploration and 
his company drills a dry hole, his entire loss 
is deductible from his gross income. The 
Government loses the $90,000 that he other
wise would have paid in income tax. He 
loses $10,000. 

If he hits oil, he is in clover. He is al
lowed to deduct all the intangible expenses 
connected with drllling the producing well, 
and these expenses, which include such 
things as geological studies, labor, and so on, 
usually come to more than half the cost. In 
addition he can keep a depletion allowance 
free of tax, of 27.5 percent of the income 
received from the sale of oil, provided this 
allowance does not exceed 50 percent of net 
income. 

Everybody agrees that some sort of deple
tion allowance should be allowed on min
erals which were put in the earth when the 
world began, and which are not being re
newed. Nobody knows, though, whether the 
rate of 27.5 percent of gross income, or some 
other rate, accurately reflects the depletion 
of an oil or gas well. The rate has no par
ticular. sanctity about it. It was set years 
ago, in a squabble between the House and 
Senate, in which one wanted a 25-percent 
depletion rate and the other held out for 30 
percent. Its beneficiaries, however, consider 
it as immutable as the law of gravity, and 
any suggestion that should be modified is 
viewed as an attack on the very foundations 
of our democracy. 

Many economists and tax lawyers, and a 
number of lawmakers, think the depletion 
allowance is too generous and would like 
to see it changed. President Truman, in 
fact, once said that he "knew of no loop
hole in the tax laws as inequitable as the 
excessive depletion exemption•' enjoyed by 
the oil and mining interests, and Prof. Hor
ace Groves, of the University of Illinois, tes
tified before the House Ways and Means 
Committee that "the depletion allowance 
is fraught with so much evil and is so de
void of merit that it should be discontinued 
as an instrument of public policy." 

The original depletion laws were designed 
to protect the small independent operator, 
who might become bankrupt after striking 
a few dry holes if the tax system did not 
compensate him for his losses. In practice 
it has largely benefited the big company, 
which presumably is less in need of its pro
tection. Data compiled by the Internal 
Revenue Service in 1958 shows that 71 per
cent of the $3,100 million in depletion al
lowances claimed that year went to com
panies with more than $100 million in assets. 

Once the oil-and-gas depletion allowance 
had bec.ome embedded in the law it was 
only natural that other extractive industries 
should set up a clamor to be allowed to find 
shelter in the same snug tax haven. Con
gress graciously obliged, and now all min
erals from asbestos to zinc-including clam 
and oyster shells--enjoy some sort of deple
tion allowance. The only exceptions are 
dirt, turf, moss and minerals extracted from 
the air, the sea or other inexhaustible 
sources. 

The Congress' generosity in this aspect 
once led a disgruntled legislator to intro
duce a bill granting a depletion allowance 
on human resources-a deduction of 1 per 
cent per year for those over 45. It didn't 
get anywhere. 

One of the most controversial of the so
called tax shelters is the law which exempts 
from income taxes interest received from 
State and local bonds. This haven is inhab
ited almost exclusively by the top-bracket 
taxpayer, and the higher the income, the 
greater the benefits received. This, the 

economists argue, naturally discourages ven
turesome investments by those who could 
best afford to take risks, and the growth of 
the economy is inhibited thereby. 

The original purpose of the law was to 
aid State and local governments by keep
ing interest rates low, and for a while it 
worked very well. In recent years, how
ever, State and municipal borrowing has 
increased to such a degree that interest 
rates have been forced upward in an ef
fort, to flush out more funds. Thus the 
benefit of what is in effect a Federal sub
sidy now falls more upon the lender than 
the borrower, and the revenue lost to the 
Federal Government is two or three times 
as great as the reduction in the State and 
local borrowing costs. There are plans 
afoot to recapture some of this loss by 
instituting a tax credit, possibly of 50 per
cent, for the present total exemption. This 
change, it is believed, would not greatly 
increase interest costs, and State and local 
securities would still be attractive to those 
in the higher-income brackets. Congress, 
however, will probably take a dour view 
of any plan to change this particular law, 
for they know that it will bring down upon 
their heads the wrath of every Governor, 
mayor, and school district supervisor in the 
country. 

The greatest clamor of complaint, how
ever, would rise from any efforts to change 
the tax laws from which most taxpayers 
benefit--and which cost the Government the 
greatest loss in revenue. This is the income
splitting provision which allows a married 
couple to file a joint return. A brief ex
ample illustrates the value-to the tax
payer-of this provision. Assuming that the 
family had a taxable income of $14,000, all of 
it earned by the husband: If he should pay 
taxes on this as separate income, the tax on 
the husband would be $4,260, the tax on the 
wife, nothing. If they file a joint return, 
each is assumed to have an income of $7,000. 
The tax on $7,000 is $1,660, or a total of 
$3,320. 

Here again Ues an inequity, for the tax 
advantage increases as the income increases. 
A couple with $4,000 of taxable income saves 
$40. The couple with an income of $400,000 
saves $25,180. The man with 100 times the 
amount of taxable income saves 600 times as 
much in tax. A family with less than $2,000 
of taxable income gets no benefit at all from 
this provision. 

A device called family income splitting 
provides even juicier benefits. A man oper
ating a business may make all the members 
of his family equal partners in the business. 
The business income is then divided among 
the members of the family. It works like 
this: A man with a wife and two children 
with a profit for his business of $50,000 a 
year would pay $18,294 in taxes if he filed 
a simple joint return. By making his wife 
and two children partners in the business, 
he would cut the total tax by about one
third. Here, too, the higher incomes get 
the greater benefit. On a $5,000 taxable in
come, under the family income-splitting 
plan, the tax saving would be $20. On a tax
able income of $320,000, the tax saving 
would be $40,760. Thus the taxpayer with 
$320,000 in taxable income saves 2,000 times 
as much on taxes as the man with $5,000 tax
able income, though his taxable income is 
only 64 times as great. 

Last April President Kennedy, as he offered 
business corporation-tax inducements to ex
pand and modernize, sought to balance off 
the revenue this plan would cost the Govern
ment by certain measures designed to im
prove collections, eliminate loopholes, and 
broaden the base. These included reduc
tions on expense-account spending, elimi
nation of tax privileges to Americans living 
or doing business in developed countries 
abroad, elimination of the $50 deduction and 
the 4-percent tax credit on dividends, and a 
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withholding tax on interest and dividends, 
to aid those with faulty memories who each 
year forget to report some $3 billion in such 
funds. 

These were merely first steps toward the 
broad reforms which Mr. Kennedy and his 
treasury tax expert Stanley Surrey, the 
Chairman of his Council of Economic Ad
visers Walter Heller, and Secretary of the 
Treasury Douglas Dillon have in mind. Still 
to come are the really tough ones-the fight 
on the abuses of the capital-gains law, the 
reappraisal of the depletion allowances, a 
new look at the tax exemption of local and 
municipal bonds, and a reconsideration of the 
exemption on social security benefits, if this 
can be removed without affecting those in 
the lower brackets. Taken in the aggregate, 
the escape clauses and the special privileges 
which Mr. Kennedy has sought to eliminate 
already, or which he will attack in his tax 
message next January, narrow the tax base 
by nearly $30 billion-and cost the Govern
ment nearly $12 billion in taxes. 

If this income could be brought into the 
tax pool, it would make possible a drastic 
lowering of tax rates across the board, pro
vided Government spending does not rise. 
It would also bring the income tax nearer to 
what it was meant by law to be, a tax on all 
"incomes, from whatever sources derived." 
The battle to eradicate whatever inequities 
exist will be long and bitter, for, in the words 
of Walter Heller, "one man's loophole is an
other man's divine right," and the bene
ficiaries of those rights will fight to save 
them. But reforms are imperative if the one 
basic strength of any tax system is to be 
retained-the taxpayer's faith that the over
all tax burden is fairly distributed. 

In its study "Growth and Taxes," the 200 
businessmen and eductors of the Committee 
for Economic Development summed up the 
problem in a paragraph: 

"Probably no aspect of public policy is 
more clearly exposed to the conflicting inter
ests of different citizens than taxation. Yet 
there are common interests which, if fully 
appreciated, would be seen to be more im
portant to each of us than the interests 
which divide us. There are interests in the 
adequacy of the revenue, in a fah· and equi
table sharing of the necessary burden, and 
now, especially, in rapid economic growth. 
By keeping our eyes on these goals we should 
find a way, step to step, toward tax reforms 
from which all will gain." 

Mr. PROXMffiE. My final observa
tion is that I was very much pleased and 
impressed with the fact that the Satur
day Evening Post, through one of the 
editors of the Post, contends vigorously 
that one of the most notorious loopholes 
in the tax laws today, the oil depletion 
allowance, should be thoroughly recon
sidered by the Congress. It is one which 
deserves careful scrutiny by Congress. 
Its reduction would raise more revenue 
for our Government and provide more 
justice in our tax laws. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE BRA
ZILIAN CONGRESSIONAL DELEGA
TION TO DISCUSS FORMATION OF 
PAN-AMERICAN INTERPARLIA
MENTARY GROUP FOR TOURISM 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should 

like to introduce to my colleagues in the 
Senate, with the gracious permission of 
the majority leader, a number of par
liamentarians from Brazil who are here 
on a very interesting mission of friend
ship and concord with our country. It is 
their purpose to bring about the organ
ization of an informal interparliamen-

tary group, which will do its utmost to 
stimulate the maximum amount of tour
ism and cultural exchange between the 
United States and Brazil, with the maxi
mum pleasure and profit to the peoples 
of both countries. 

I have the honor to introduce, from 
our very great friend and, I believe, the 
bastion of freedom on the shores of the 
South Atlantic in Latin America, Our
gel do Amaral, Deputy from the State 
of Guanabara, First Secretary of the 
Chamber of Deputies, or, to use the lan
guage of Brazil, Camera dos Deputados; 
Deputy Luiz Bronzeado; Deputy Hilde
branda de Araujo Goes; and Senator 
Mourao Vieira. 

Each of these gentleman has a most 
distinguished record in his country. For 
example, Deputy da Cufiha is the former 
mayor of the Federal District when the 
Federal District was in Rio de Janeiro. 
The other gentlemen in the party have 
equally distinguished reputations. 

Also, it is an opportunity for us to pay 
our respects to Brazil, the most populous 
country in South America, a country 
having enormous resources, and which 
has just shown its brilliant achievement 
in the development of Brasilia, the new 
capital, where the Chamber of Deputies 
and the Senate are now meeting. 

As an earnest of the great friendship, 
the traditional friendship, which we 
want to have grow and prosper, between 
our countries, these gentlemen are here 
to cement personally the bonds which 
will arise from the travel of citizens of 
the United States to Brazil. Their pres
ence emphasizes what Congress has just 
done in terms of the enactment of a law 
to develop our interest in international 
travel, which Brazil is now quite pre
pared to join us in making a success. 

I now present the Members of Con
gress from Brazil; and I hope that Sena
tors will meet with them personally. 
[Applause, Senators rising.] 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
join in the remarks made by the acting 
minority leader, the distinguished Sena
tor from New York [Mr. JAVITS] con
cerning our friends from Brazil. We are 
delighted that they are honoring us by 
visiting this Chamber. 

We are happy that one of the hemi
sphere's outstanding economists, Senor 
Celso Furtado, is in the country at the 
present time, discussing with officers of 
the U.S. Government the problem of the 
northeast part of Brazil, the so-called 
bulge area. 

We are extremely hopeful that to
gether, cooperatively, we may be of as
sistance to the people who are in dire 
need in that part of your great coun
try, because we think that as Brazil goes, 
perhaps so will Latin America go. We 
are cognizant of the enduring and long
term friendship of Brazil for this coun
try. We are aware of the difficulties in
volved in solving the problems which 
your great President is encountering. 
We wish you, your Government, and 
your country well. We want our friend
ship to remain steadfast through the 
decades and the ages ahead. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, I, too, wish to join in the wel
come which has been expressed by the 
distinguished Senator from New York 

[Mr. JAVITS] and the majority leader, the 
distinguished Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MANSFIELD]. 

It was my privilege to be in the great 
country of Brazil a few years ago to at
tend the meeting of the Interparliamen
tary Union there. It has been my priv
ilege to attend meetings of the IPU in 
various places but never have we been 
received more cordially than we were in 
Rio de Janeiro. 

On our way home, we were able to 
visit the new capital of Brasilia, where 
we got some idea of the tremendous 
energy and ambitions of the people of 
Brazil. The city was then only partly 
built but it was very impressive and sug
gested what is to become one of the most 
beautiful capital cities in the world. 

You in Brazil, I may say to our guests, 
have a great heritage. You can con
tribute much to the welfare of the whole 
world, particularly to the nations of this 
hemisphere. We wish you well. It is 
our desire to help you in every way we 
can. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. CASE] and the 
distinguished Senator from Montana, 
the majority leader [Mr. MANSFIELD], for 
their most gracious words of welcome. 

I hope our friends from Brazil will take 
back with them our good wishes, and will 
report the historic words uttered by the 
majority leader-and I join with the 
majority leader in his expression-that 
as Brazil goes, so perhaps will go the con
tinent of South America. 

We hope that you will carry our re
spects, our understanding of his many 
problems, and our felicitous hopes for his 
success, to your President, Mr. Quadros. 

SEAT BELTS MAKE FOR SAFETY 
Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 

President, over the July 4 weekend more 
than 500 deaths from highway accidents 
occurred. Many of them would not have 
happened if the automobiles using the 
highways were properly equipped with 
seat belts. 

Based on scientific research of auto
mobile crashes, it has been revealed that 
thousands of persons are killed annually 
when thrown against the steering wheel 
or windshields or out of the car on im
pact. It is estimated that 5,000 lives 
could be saved and 400,000 serious in
juries avoided by the use of seat belts. 

More than one-half of all fatal ac
cidents occur at speeds of less than 40 
miles an hour. Properly applied seat 
belts would prevent most of these fatali
ties. Three out of four traffic deaths 
occur within 25 miles of home. Based on 
research statistics, seat belts provide 
ample evidence that they are as impor
tant on short trips and for city driving 
as they are on long trips. 

Less than 1 percent of all accidents in
volve fire or drowning. Properly ap
plied safety devices greatly increase the 
chances of remaining conscious and of 
getting clear from a burning or sub
merged vehicle. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
REcORD an article entitled "Campaign 
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Will Urge Seat Belts in All Cars," pub
lished in the Washington Evening Star 
of July 1, 1961; and an article entitled 
"Man, Wife Killed-as Car Fails To Make 
CUrve," pubUshed in the Huron, S.-Dak., 
Daily Plainsman of June 29, 1961. With 
respect to the latter article, officers said 
that the lives probably would have been 
~aved had seat·belts been used. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed _ in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 

July 1, 1961] 
CAMPAIGN WILL URGE SEAT BELTS IN ALL CARS 

NEw YoRK, July 1.-A campaign to put 
seat belts in every car has been launched by 
safety and medical leaders. 

They estimated 5,000 lives could be saved 
and 400,000 serious injuries avoided each 
year, if everyone used seat belts. 

The program, announced near the ap
proach of the Fourth of July weekend and 
its highway hazards, is sponsored by the 
National Safety Council, American Medical 
Association, U.S. Public Health Service and 
cooperating organizations. 

The advertising council will conduct a 
broad advertising program for the safety 
council. 

G. C. Stewart, safety council executive vice 
president, said " 'Seat Belts Save Lives' is 110 
longer a handy slogan, but a proven fact." 

"Day after day we receive reports of ac
cidents in which drivers and passengers have 
been saved from death and. injury because 
of this one safety device," he added. 

Accidents last year killed 38,200 persons. 
Dr. E. Vincent Askey, the medical asso

ciation president, said the decision of auto
mobile manufacturers to install safety belt 
anchorages for the front seats of all 1962 
passenger cars was "another major step to
ward eliminating the unnecessary bloodshed 
and carnage on our highways." 

"Perhaps only 2 percent of the Nation's 
automobiles are equipped now with belts," 
said Robert A. Wolf, director of automobile 
crash injury research of Cornell University. 

"If you drive a car, the chances are 7 
out of 10 that you will have a traffic acci
dent within the next 5 years," Dr. Luther 
Terry, U.S. Surgeon General, told a news 
conference. 

[From the Huron (S.Dak.) Daily Plainsman, 
June 29, 1961] 

MAN, WIFE KILLED AS CAR FAILS To MAKE 
CURVE 

RAPID CITY.-A man and his wife who were 
returning from a picnic were fatally in
jured when their car failed to make a curve 
2 miles south of the Pactola Dam on U.S. 
385. 

The deaths of Kingsley 0. Smith, 53, and 
his wife, Alice, 51, raised the 1961 South 
Dakota traffic toll to 84, compared with 90 
one year ago. 

Smith was dead on arrival at a hospital 
and Mrs. Smith died about 1:30 a.m., about 
three hours after the accident. 

Their son was the first on the accident 
scene. Officers said this was an accident in 
which seat belts might have saved lives. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, to emphasize further what 
a seat belt can and will do, I shall men
tion the report on two accidents as 
published in the Reader's Digest for 
March 1961, as follows: 

As a couple drove an elderly woman home 
from church in Dallas, Tex., a !ew months 
ago, another car crashed into theirs at an 
intersection. It was a minor accident to 
the cars; one was barely moving, the other 
was within the speed limit. Neither over-

turned. But the elderly woman was thrown 
out on the pavement and fatally hurt. · 

A few days later two yo-ung men in a 
sports car failed to negotiate a sharp turn 
on the scenic highway near San Simeon, 
Calif. The car hurtled into the air and 
rolled over and over for 200 feet down a 
70-percent grade toward the beach. The oc
cupants walked away !rom the wrecked car 
with only slight injuries. 

What made the life-and-death dif
ference was the use of seat belts such 
as air passengers fasten when planes 
take off or land. The men in the sports 
car wore belts and owe their lives to 
them. 

Years of research at Cornell Uni
versity, the University of California, and 
elsewhere, in analyzing accident records 
of 22 States confirm the usefulness of 
ordinary safety belts. 

Investigators calculate that 30 to 60 
percent of fatal automobile accidents 
could be saved by belts. 

Last year none of the 442 motorists 
who were killed in accidents over the 
4th of July holidays used safety belts. 

Because of these facts, I have intro
duced a bill to require that automobiles 
manufactured for sale in interstate 
commerce after January 1, 1962, be 
equipped with anchors for safety belts. 
1 ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the bill be printed following my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That every 
motor vehicle offered for sale in interstate 
commerce after January 1, 1962, shall be 
equipped with sufficient anchorage units at 
the attachment po-ints for attaching at least 
two sets of seat safety belts for the front 
seat of the motor vehicle. Such anchorage 
units at the attachment points shall be of 
such construction, design, and strength to 
support a loop load strength of not less than 
five thousand pounds for each belt. 

SEc. 2. After January 1, 1962, no seat safety 
belt shall be sold for use in connection with 
the operation of a motor vehicle on any high
way unless it shall be constructed and in
stalled as to have a loop strength through 
the complete attachment of not less than 
five thousand pounds and the buckle or clos
ing device shall be of such construction and 
design that after it has received the afore
said loop'belt load it can be released with one 
hand with a pull of less than forty-five 
pounds. 

SEc. 3. In order to effectuate the purposes 
of this Act, the Secretary of Commerce is 
hereby authorized and directed to adopt and 
amend regulations governing the materials, 
strength, anchorage, operation, release mech
anism, and installation of any such seat 
safety belt. 

SEc. 4. The term "interstate comm.erce" in
cludes commerce between one State, territory, 
possession, the District of Columbia-, or the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and another 
State, territory, possession, the District of 
Columbia, or the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico. 

The term "motor vehicle" means any other 
vehicle or machine propelled or drawn by 
mechanical power and used on the highways 
p.rlncipally in the transportation of pas
sengers. 

The term "seat belt" means any strap, 
webbing, or similar device designed to secure 
a passenger 1n a motor vehicle in order to 
mitigate the results of any ac-cident, 1nc1Ud'" 

ing all ·necessary buckles, and other fasten- · 
ers, and all hardware designed for- instalilng 
such seat belt in a mo-tor vehicle. 

DECEIT, _THE STRATEGY OF 
COMMUNISM 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President; appar
ently there are still many people who are 
inclined to think wishfully that Premier 
Khrushchev and the other leaders in the 
Kremlin are sincere when they talk of 
"peace'' and "peaceful coexistence." At 
least, Mr. Khrushchev must think there 
are, because he continues to use such 
terms often. Experts on communism 
and Communist strategy advise that the 
Soviets use certain words as a means of 
attaining their end of one world of com
munism rather than to express their be-. 
lief in the meaning of the word itself. 
Thus, if it will help the Communist 
cause, something that is black wnr be 
called white, and vice versa. All of this 
is in line with the belief of Mr. Khru
shchev and other Communists that the 
end j ustift.es the means. lying included. · 

Today's edition of the Washington Eve
ning Star contains an excellent editorial 
which points out this strategy of the 
Communists in their use of words. The 
editorial also quotes from a recent speech 
bY Secretary of State Dean ·Rusk before 
the National. Press Club, calling atten
tion to the deceitfulness that exists in 
negotiations and United Nations rela
tions with the Communists as a result 
of this strategy, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial be printed in the 
REcoi.m. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, _ 
as follows: 

RUSK IN ORWELL'S WORLD 
In his excellent address to the National 

Press Club, Secretary of State Dean Rusk 
seems to have borrowed a leaf from George 
Orwell's "1984" to help explain why there is 
so much tension and danger today. As he 
has put it, the "underlying crisis" stems 
from the fact that the Soviet Union, though 
a member in form, has never joined the 
United Nations in actuality, · as a genuinely 
cooperative participant. On the contrary, in 
flagrant and persistent violation o! all the 
U.N.'s rules and principles, it has upended 
law and truth, and resorted to various forms 
of direct and indirect aggression, in a brutal, 
ceaseless effort to impose its will "upon those 
not already subjected to it"-and thus win 
mastery over the whole of mankind. 

Clear-ly enough, in carrying out this alto
gether dismal and peace-endangering policy, 
the Russians have turned reality upside 
down and made a mockery or a fantasy of 
the true meaning of words. Thus, as Mr. 
Rusk has declared, "the very language of 
international discourse" has had violence 
done to it: "'Peace' has become a word to 
describe whatever condition would promote 
their world revolution. 'Aggression' is what
ever stands in its way. 'People's democracy• 
is a term applied to regimes -no one of which 
has been chosen by free elections-. 'Self
determination' is loudly espoused, but only 
in areas not under Communist control." 
And the Secretary has gone on to add the 
following remarks, which should be taken 
to heart by anybody naive enough to sup
pose that the Kremlin is sincerely interested 
in such projects as the Geneva talks, now 
moribund, on banning nuclear tests: 

"The normally attractive word 'negotiation' 
is used as a weapon (by the Russians), for 
the only subjects to be negotiated are further 



12328 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 12 
concessions to Communist appetite. Agree
ments are offered, but against the background 
of a long and sobering list of broken promises 
an agreement is ·apparently a rest camp, 
where one pauses and refits for a further ad
vance.· New assurances are offered in the very 
act of withdrawing those earlier given. Law, 
as one of their spokesmen put it, 'is like the 
tongue of a wagon-it goes in the direc
tion in which it is pointed.' And the gains 
of lawlessness are cited as the 'new condi
tions' which justify new invasions of the 
rights of others." 

All this is quite in line with the loath
some new world depicted by the late Mr. 
Orwell in his _grisly but fascinating "1984"
a world in which every old value is trans
valued into the precise opposite of itself 
through the ghastly ministrations of a su
premely efficient totalitarian dictatorship 
armed with limitless technology and the 
obscene amorality of antichrist. So it is 
that wickedness is goodness, and ugliness is 
beauty, and the lie is the truth, and free
dom is slavery, and war is peace-and any
body is mad, and subject to being tortured 
and "vaporized," who has the suicidal 
temerity to challenge these propositions 
after they have been proclaimed from on 
high through official processes known as 
"newspeak" and "doublethink." 

Although we have not asked him whether 
he has read "1984," we feel pretty sure that 
Mr. Rusk has. We feel pretty sure, too, 
that he sees a terrible similarity between it 
and what is actually going on in the Com
munist world. And so it is good to hear 
him say-and it should be said more and 
more often, because it is true-that "We 
can move on with confidence if we are pre
pared to do what has to be done. The free 
world has enormous strength, including the 
inner strength of purposes which are deep
ly rooted in the nature of man." Given 
that, we and our allies need not fear the 
future. 

PILOT PLAN FOR THE DEVELOP
MENT OF THE WIND RIVER 

Mr. HICKEY. Mr. President, I have 
recently received from a distinguished 
citizen and jurist of Wyoming, the Hon
orable Harry S. Harnsberger, Justice of 
the Wyoming Supreme Court, a fine let
ter commenting on S. 1910 which has 
been introduced by my senior colleague 
[Mr. McGEE] and me to provide for the 
development of one of the great natural 
resources on the Wind River Reservation 
in Wyoming. As the letter indicates, 
Justice Harnsberger has had a long ex
perience with matters on the Wind River 
Reservation. 

I ask unanimous consent that Justice 
Harnsberger's letter be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE SUPREME COURT OF WYOMING, 
June 29, 1961. 

Hon. JosEPH J. HICKEY, 
Senator From Wyoming, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: With a great deal Of inter
est and care I have read S. 1910 and H.R. 
7201, and compliment you and the present 
Members of the Congress from Wyoming for 
this excellent effort. 

You may recall that my first home in 
Wyoming, where I came in March of 1908, 
was upon what was then the Shoshoni In
dian Reservation, now known as the Wind 
River Reservation. My mother and older 
brother engaged in the drilling of the first 
well exploring for oil and gas on Sage Creek 

which lies somewhat north of Fort Washakie, 
and · I functioned as the camp cook. At 
least one previous effort to discover oil had 
been made by Moore and Thorpe· in what 
is known as the Tar Springs. Neither of 
these efforts, however, resulted in produc
tion, and for some 50 years following, due 
to remoteness, that great mineral potential, 
which is now in active production, lay dor
mant, and the Indians, whose lands were 
being explored, remained in an almost ab
ject poverty-stricken condition. 

During the many years in which I was 
resident on the Reservation and at Lander 
in Fremont County, I have had occasion to 
be upon practically every portion of the 
Wind River Reservation, and have long been 
acquainted with the great gypsum depos
its which Vipont Mining Co. proposes 
to develop and produce. The great dis
tance of this mineral wealth from the rail
road is a tremendous handicap, and it will 
only be through Federal assistance in grant
ing a temporary relief from taxes that a 
sufficient incentive will be given to the im
mense capital required to bring into pro
duction this natural wealth. 

The treaty obligation to the Indians 
undertaken by the United States is more 
than a financial one. It is moral as well 
and should involve the education of the In
dian peoples as working productive mem
bers of society. I recall so well the efforts 
made to school the Indians to become agri
culturists, an activity for which they are 
completely unsuited. But I also recall that 
during the days of the CCC camps, when 
that kind of employment was offered to the 
Indians, it seemed more nearly suited to 
them. In consequence, it seems to me that 
if the development of the gypsum resource is 
undertaken, the opportunity for the kind 
of employment acceptable to the Indians 
would, in itself, be a boon to them, to say 
nothing of the financial return they would 
receive from royalties. 

As I understand the provisions of the 
bills now being considered by the Congress, 
the Government is not being asked to give 
up anything, because there is now nothing 
to tax. The most that is sought is an 
opportunity to bring into being a rather 
large enterprise which would. when devel
oped, produce a hitherto nonexistent tax. 

While I am sure that my observations 
bring nothing new to your attention, be
cause of my great interest in our Indian 
peoples with whom I lived for so many years, 
and in the development of our State, I could 
not resist the impulse to write you. 

Wishing you and your efforts the greatest 
of success, I am, 

Sincerely, 
HARRY S. HARNSBERGER. 

A REASON TO LIVE 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 

President, intermittently there appears 
in the press an essay which possesses 
the unique attribute of being able to 
guide its readers beyond the restrictive 
bounds of traditional modes of thought, 
and introduces them to a set of ideas 
which serve to illuminate more com
pletely old and familiar issues. 

The article "Recreation for the Aged," 
by Howard A. Rusk, M.D., which ap
peared in the July 9 issue of the New 
York Times is such an essay. It dem
onstrates clearly that for an ever-in
creasing segment of our population
the elderly-to be alive simply is not 
enough. To be alive is one thing; to be 
living is quite another. For living is a 
process which requires for its fulfillment 
both opportunities and a readiness to 
~ngage in emotionally gratifying activi-

ties. Continued emphasis upon preven
tive, clinical and rehabilitative medical 
serviees is not sufficient. We must 
make sure that the life sustained by 
these pillars of scientific medicine will 
be used for purposeful activity and not 
squandered in the idle anticipation of 
the uncertain relief of death. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the essay be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
RECREATION FOR DISABLED-COMEBACK, INC., 

PERFORMING VITAL TASK IN CONTRIBUTING 
TO THEm WELL-BEING 

(By Howard A. Rusk, M.D.) 
As the 1961 vacation season came into 

full swing this last Fourth of July weekend, 
mill1ons of Americans headed for the moun
tains, beaches, and lakes to have a good 
time. 

In having a good time, they are actually 
contributing to their physical and mental 
well-being. There is no doubt that all work 
and no play makes Jack a dull boy, and 
it makes everybody else a little dull, too. 

The creative and worthwhile use of lei
sure time is an essential ingredient of hu
man behavior. 

Unfortunately, thousands who are in 
greatest need of recreation have the least 
opportunity to have fun. 

Approximately 70 percent of the hospitals 
in the United States do not provide recrea
tion services for patients. Such services are 
available in only a few of the nearly 40,000 
nursing homes in the United States. Only 
3 percent of the municipal recreation de
partments in the United States provide serv
ices for handicapped persons. 

NOTABLE EXCEPI'IONS 
There are, of course, some notable excep

tions such as the Recreation Service for 
Children of Bellevue, Inc., Veterans' Admin
istration and military and naval hospitals, 
the hospitals and homesteads of the city 
of New York, Barnes Hospital in St. Louis, 
University Hospital in Chapel H111, N.C., and 
Montefiore Hospital in Pittsburgh. 

Too often hospital administrators, physi
cians, and hospital board members think 
of recreation as ward parties at Christmas, 
a picnic on the Fourth of July, a visit by a 
motion picture or sports celebrity, or movies 
every other Wednesday. 

These patient activities are important, but 
they are only a part of the modern concept 
of therapeutic recreation. One of the real 
truths of rehabilitation is the observation of 
the late Dr. Charles Spiller that action ab
sorbs anxiety. 

What good does it do for a chronically dis
abled person to learn to walk again if he is 
so withdrawn and fearful he will not leave 
his home? 

What good does it do for a handicapped 
child to achieve his . highest potential for 
physical function if his emotional and social 
growth are stunted in the process? 

A REASON TO LIVE 
What good does it do for a postpsychiatric 

patient to be vocationally rehabilitated, but 
unable to use his leisure time to make fur
ther ·progress toward healthy interrelation 
with others? 

What sense is there in adding years to the 
lives of the aged chronically 111, without 
giving them something to llve for? 

Fortunately, within the last few years 
there has been growing recognition of the 
contribution that well organized therapeutic 
recreation services, stressing active participa
tion, can make in providing dignity and pur
pose for the ill and chronically disabled. 
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Much of this leadership came through the 

consulting services for the ill and the handi
capped of the National Recreation Associa
tion. 

With the increasing number of chronically 
ill, disabled, and aged persons, a new na
tional organization has now been established 
to provide leadership in the development of 
recreational programs. The organization, 
Comeback, Inc., 386 Park Avenue South, 
New York, N.Y., was founded as there was no 
organization focusing its entire attention on 
this greatly neglected field. 

One of the first major activities of Come
back is to develop organized methods and a 
published guide through which community 
recreation resources may be more widely and 
effectively used to meet the needs of the 
ill and disabled. This project, which is being 
aided by a grant from the Office of Vocational 
Rehabilitation, Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, will be developed in 
two . selected communities, one urban and 
one rural. 

In both areas the main emphasis will be 
on the development of cooperative function
ing and full utilization of community recre
ation resources. 

One unique and effective project of Come
back is the recruitment of older persons to 
serve as recreational leaders in nursing 
homes. The plan, as explained by Mrs. Be
atrice Hill, director of Comeback, Inc., is to 
have several nursing homes in a community 
share a professional recreational specialist 
who has had training and experience in 
work with the ill and handicapped. 

This specialist then develops programs for 
each of the nursing homes and supervises 
them, but the actual program is conducted 
by elderly persons who have been employed 
and who have had short-term training in 
this specialized area of recreation. 

The plan, which is proving to be most 
effective, has several advantages. First, old
er, more mature persons who have worked 
as nurses, teachers, or in similar professions 
have an opportunity to continue working 
and being useful. This policy was success
fully carried out in the Air Force rehabili
tation program during World War II, when 
more than 50 percent of the teachers in the 
program were convalescent patients. 

Second, nursing homes that could not 
otherwise have professionally directed recre
ation programs because of cost can afford 
such programs. 

Third, the patients in the nursing homes 
have an opportunity for constructive, pur
poseful use of their plethora of leisure time. 

The 2,250,000 Americans who are residents 
of long-term-care institutions or confined to 
their own homes because of disability des
perately need purposeful productive activity. 

We recognize the value of creative ac
tivity for the growing child, but we have 
forgotten that no matter how old or dis
abled we may become, the desire for the 
dignity that comes only through purposeful 
activity is never lost. 

Some surveys have shown that among 
older people who participate actively in 
Golden Age Clubs and similar programs, 
there are 50 percent fewer visits to physi
cians' offices and clinics, 50 percent fewer 
general hospital admissions, and 800 percent 
fewer psychiatric breakdowns than among 
persons of the same age not participating 
in active recreation programs. 

Recreation is more than just having fun. 
It is fundamental to physical and mental 
well-being. 

MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CUL
TURAL EXCHANGE ACT OF 1961 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the un
finished business. 

· The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 1154) to provide for the 
improvement and strengthening of the 
international relations of the United 
States by promoting better mutual un
derstanding among the peoples of the 
world through educational and cultural 
exchanges. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair advises the Senator from Pennsyl
vania that the time is under control. 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield myself 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

U.S. FOREIGN POLICY 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, we have 

just heard the President of Pakistan, 
Mohammad Ayub Khan, address the 
Congress in what to me was the most im
pressive and the most candid perform
ance I have ever heard in 20 years in 
Congress. Mohammad Ayub Khan made 
an impression, because he told the truth, 
because he was candid, because he pre
sented the facts of life, and because he 
spoke to the United States as an equal, 
as a strong friend, and as a doer of deeds, 
not as a mere talker, lecturer, school
teacher, suppliant, or sycophant. 

I was in Spain on the first anniversary 
of the Spanish revolution. At the end of 
1 year in power, the Spanish Republic 
had a Cabinet which consisted largely of 
academicians, eggheads, professors, and 
talkers. I remember my own feeling on 
that celebration day..:..._namely, that that 
Government could not last, because there 
was not a doer in the crowd. They were 
men who were full of theories. With all 
due respect to them, everyone of them 
was a tract, pamphlet, or book author
and having written several books myself, 
I do not say that in derogation, but 
merely as an indication that there is 
more to life than writing or talking. I 
felt then that that Government-com
posed of many good men, many of them 
idealists and most sincere-was faulty, 
because they lacked one essential ele
ment of judgment, in that they could 
not discern the difference between their 
own honest idealism and the false 
prophets and the betraying gods of com
munism. And, bit by bit, communism 
and Communists, of the several varie
ties-the Stalinists, the Trotskyites, and 
the other splinter groups, eventually 
came to take over the Spanish Republic; 
and it fell. 

I think what we face today in South
east Asia is a most disturbing situation. 
I have talked to many persons who are 
in places of power and influence in those 
countries, and I have talked to many 
Americans from the Foreign Service and 
the business world who have been in 
south Asia and have a right to speak 
on the basis of their own knowledge. 
What is happening now, Mr. President
and we should face it-is that our friends 
there are wondering whether we are 
going to be doers, whether we are going 
to perform, instead of only promise. 

Every time the Russians unveil an air 
show, every time the Russians jump the 
gun on us with some notice of an in-

crease of military strength, we hold 
another conference; and the greater the 
Russian threat, the longer our conference 
lasts. I would hate to think that the 
United States would make the mistake 
of being a nation of talkers, instead of 
a nation of doers. 

What is happening in Southeast Asia, 
Mr. President, I can state now: The 
only country there that has a Red 
Chinese embassy is Cambodia. The rest 
of the countries there do not have Red 
Chinese embassies. But they will-and 
they will soon-unless we know where we 
are going and unless we make clear to 
the peoples of the entire world where 
we are going. 

Does anyone doubt for a moment that 
our great friend, the Philippine Republic; 
and that our very good friends, the Thai
landers; and that our strong and militant 
friends, President Ngo Dinh Diem, and 
Mohammad Ayub Khan, of Pakistan, are 
watching us to find out whether we have 
any plan to go beyond the disaster in 
Laos? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
yielded to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania has expired. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Michigan yield me an addi
tional 5 minutes? 

Mr. McNAMARA. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Pennsylvania is recognized 
for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT. With the disaster in 
Laos, and the fact that in Vietnam more 
than 5,000 persons on both sides have 
been killed in recent years-three times 
as many as those lost in Laos, but we do 
not even read about that in American 
newspapers, because no one connected 
with our newspapers seems to think that 
development is sufficiently important to 
be mentioned-and with the Commu
nists saying unceasingly, following the 
doctrine of Mao Tse-tung and the doc
trine of jungle warfare, "Strike, and 
fade away; and then strike, and strike 
again, because the friends of the Asians, 
the Americans, will hold another con
ference, and they will write a note, and 
they will meet and talk, and talk and 
meet." 

Mr. President, the strength of SEATO 
depends upon the trust of the members 
of the SEATO alliance in the convic
tion, the good will, and the firm intent 
of the United States to act in the cause 
of freedom. Certainly by mere talk we 
weaken-and from talking to persons 
who are in a position to represent the 
views of their country, I know this is the 
case-certainly we weaken the certainty 
among the people in Siam, Vietnam, the 
Philippines, and elsewhere that we can 
be relied upon to act firmly to preserve 
the peace against the Communist men
ace in this world. 

I believe it is about time that our Na
tion revert to its history of a nation of 
doers. 

Mr. Presi_dent, I happen to be wear
ing today, as I often do, an old, authen
·tic campaign button of Theodore Roose
velt, of 1904. I am often asked, "What 
does the 'T.R.' on the button you are 
wearing mean?" I reply, "They mean 
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one of the few Americans of this century 
who, if he were alive today, would know 
what to do, and would do it-and that 
is, he would take the initiative away from 
communism; and he would with dyna
mism, force, and leadership unite the 
American people behind the advocates 
of the requirements of freedom: to stand 
ready, to realize that there are worse 
things than a sullen acquiescence, an 
easy complacency, a soft dedication to 
peace at any price, an attitude of reac
tion instead of action." 

Mr. President, I am glad we heard 
Mohammad Ayub Khan today. We lis
tened to a man of courage and a man 
who, while directly under the guns of 
both the Red Chinese and the Red Rus
sians, says, "We will fight and we will 
do our part if you do yours." 

Mr. President, we Americans ought to 
recognize the value of that kind of 
friendship. He is the best witness for 
the foreign-aid program we have had; 
and a better one will not be found, be
cause he, in his own person, is evidence 
that the principle of foreign aid is cor
rect, although often the application of 
it is wrong, when we spend more time 
than we should trying to buy some petty, 
tinpot dictator or some weak apologist, 
instead of maintaining definite, full, all
out advocacy and support of our friends 
in the world. 

Mr. President, I conclude by stating 
that I am proud, as a member of my 
party, as a Theodore Roosevelt type of 
Republican, to espouse what I believe is 
largely supported by members of my 
party in the Senate, namely, the convic
tion that the policy of the United States 
ought clearly to be that we will be as 
strong as we must; that we must be as 
strong as the needs of the world require; 
that we will be faithful and loyal to our 
allies; that we will establish the principle 
of strength for freedom, faith to our 
friends, and courage to make decisions; 
and that we will support the President 
of the United States in his proposals, 
when they become proposals for action; 
and that we will continue to oppose 
.blind, useless, vagrant, weak talk which 
leads, not to action, but away from it. 

Mr. President, what we need today is 
action. 

MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CUL
TURAL EXCHANGE ACT OF 1961 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 1154) to provide for the 
improvement and strengthening of the 
international relations of the United 
States by promoting better mutual un
derstanding among the peoples of the 
world through educational and cultural 
exchanges. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MuNDT]. The Senator from 
South Dakota has 25 minutes remaining. 
The opposition has 21 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I 
yield half a minute to the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS]. 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR McCLELLAN, 
OF ARKANSAS 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, on July 
6 last, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN], delivered a forceful and 
timely speech before the Texas State Bar 
Association at Fort Worth, Tex. 

His speech represented a fine analysis 
of some of the major pressing problems 
confronting our Nation, and included 
constructive suggestions on ways to meet 
them. 

These sound positions and proposals 
of the Senator from Arkansas, as always, 
reflect his clear thinking, his fine judg
ment, and his commonsense approach 
to our problems. 

I heartily agree with the major con
clusions of the Senator, and commend 
the reading of the entire speech to my 
colleagues and to the people of the Na
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent to have ex
cerpts from the remarks of the Senator 
from Arkansis printed in the body of the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
EXCERPTS FROM ADDRESS OF SENATOR JOHN L. 

McCLELLAN, BEFORE TExAs STATE BAR Asso
CIATION, FORT WORTH, TEx., JULY 6, 1961 
Mr. Chairman, in the course of the recent 

campaign and during the relatively brief time 
that he has been in office, President Kennedy 
in public addresses, in his messages to Con
gress, and in press conference has made a. 
number of highly significant and important 
pronouncements. With vision and a. keen 
concept of truth, he has spoken on these 
occasions with profound wisdom and com-
prehension. · 

He has unerringly depicted the evils and 
aggressive aims of the Communist conspir
acy, clearly defined the growing danger it 
poses to human liberty throughout the 
world, and forcefully reminded us of its ever
increasing threat to our own security and 
survival. · 

He has solemnly warned that "our prob
lems are critical"; that "the tide is unfavor
able"; and that "the news will likely be 
worse before it is better." He has earnestly 
called upon us "to bear the burden of a long 
twilight struggle" against "tyranny, poverty, 
disaster, and war itself." And, to make the 
sacrifices that will surely be needed in this 
mighty conflict to which we are unalterably 
committed, he has urged the American people 
to "ask not what your country can do for 
you; ask what you can do for your country." 

These and other moving sentiments the 
President has spoken, the lofty idealism that 
he has so vigorously and sincerely displayed, 
the strong and most eloquent appeals that 
he has made for peace and understanding 
have unquestionably attracted international 
attention and commanded the interest and 
respect of contemporary leaders and heads 
of government throughout the entire world. 

I have no doubt that the future and his
tory will accord to many of his magnificent 
utterances a. signal place of prominence 
alongside any statements that may be made 
by other leading world statesmen of our 
time. 

But, in my judgment, President Kennedy's 
most discerning and finest utterance-one 
that succinctly portrays and aptly empha
sizes the sever! ty of the crisis and the harsh 
realities of the challenge we face-was made 

in his January State of the Union message 
when he said: 

"I speak today in an hour of national peril 
and opportunity. Before my term has end
ed, we shall have to test anew whether a 
nation organized and governed such as ours 
can endure. The outcome is by no means 
certain. The answers are by no means clear. 
All of us together-this administration, this 
Congress, this Nation-must forge those 
answers." 

To me, that is a monumental statement. 
Its sheer accuracy and candidness are equally 
matched by its sobriety and solemnity. 

Here in five short sentences, the President 
inferentially identifies and accentuates the 
danger of international communism and 
makes a concise appraisal of the enormity 
and urgency of the task we have at hand. 

The responsibility for taking the right 
course and forging the right answers to meet 
this crucial test, he places where it right
fully belongs--with you and with me-with 
all of us. This is not a job for government 
to do alone. It presents an exacting chal
lenge-one that requires the highest in 
dedication and the most in service of all our 
citizens; one that may yet demand of us sac
rifices to retain and perpetuate our freedom 
and independence-sacrifices comparable to 
those made by our Founding Fathers when 
they won our freedom and independence and 
this Republic of ours was established. 

Nor is it a job alone for America to do. 
Communis~ is a worldwide peril. Our allies 
and all neutral and independent nations are 
on its blueprint for subjugation and ultimate 
conquest. Its cold war threat to human lib
erty today is no less awesome than was the 
Nazi menace of the Second World War two 
decades ago. 

It continues an unceasing campaign to 
pervert and capture the minds of men. 
Daily, it pushes relentlessly further into new 
geographical areas. Its gains, in a very few 
years, have been tremendous and astounding. 

While the Communist leaders effectively 
propagandize with the false claim that they 
desire to live in a state of peaceful coexist
ence, the free world is being progressively 
hedged in on all sides by the devotees of 
Marx, Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev, and Mao 
Tse-tung. In Laos, as in Cuba, in Latin 
American countries, and in the small newly 
independent nations of Asia and Africa, dis
ciples of the Communist conspiracy persist
ently drive for more territory, more man
power, and more resources to add to their 
ever expanding sphere of domination and in
fluence. 

"Peaceful coexistence," in its true meaning 
and implications, contravenes in letter and 
spirit and in total the basic dogma of com
munism as contained in the Communist 
manifesto. But we cannot accept nor rely 
upon that meaning, for they use the term 
as a snare and a delusion. To a. Communist, 
peaceful coexistence is a state of affairs be
tween the Soviet Union and another nation 
when the other nation is interposing no ob
stacles or hindrances to the onward move
ment of the Communist juggernaut. 

We cannot and do not now "peacefully co
exist" with communism. It is our deadly 
enemy and that of the entire free world. It 
is that way-our deadly enemy-because they 
choose to have it that way. The goals of 
communism are absolutely incompatible 
with our objectives of peace and tranquillity 
among the peoples and the nations of the 
earth. 

They want and are determined to destroy 
our Government--to bury us. That is a 
principal reason why we are having now to 
test anew whether a. nation organized and 
governed such as ours--whether a free society 
such as ours--can endure. 
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The preeminence of the United States, our 

superior strength and the way of life we 
show to the world are the chief obstacles 
athwart the paths of Communist aggression. 
And so the world Communist conspiracy has 
made us-the United States-its enemy No. 
1. 

Our status with them will not change no 
matter what we do-no matter how we con
duct our foreign diplomacy. We could pull 
out of Berlin tomorrow; we could give up 
Quemoy and Matsu; we could give up For
mosa and go on to give up the Philippines; 
we could make a multitude of concessions and 
we would still be Communist enemy No. 1. 

The basic issue in the world today is not 
whether or how much coexistence is possible; 
rather it is freedom versus slavery. And so 
long as we exist a free Nation with a way of 
life in the American tradition, we shall re
main, by their own choice, Communist enemy 
No. 1. 

We and all of the free world need to be 
ever mindful of the lessons of history-the 
lessons of China, Korea, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, Cuba, and others. These tragedies, 
the pressures and provocative tactics the 
Communists constantly employ and our ex
asperating experiences with them in the 
United Nations, in Summit and Disarmament 
Conferences completely refute all of their 
propaganda and protestations regarding 
peaceful coexistence. They do not mean it
they do not want peace and understanding. 
They seek only strife, turmoil, and conquest. 

Long negotiations with them have, in most 
instances, been fruitless and futile. We have 
lost ground, and our international prestige 
and influence have declined. There is little 
room left now for maneuver. We are rapidly 
approaching the day when we and our allies 
must face the issue squarely. The looming 
Berlin crisis will be a crucial test. Neither 
appeasement nor retreat is the answer to our 
dilemma. We and the major Western powers 
cannot withdraw from Berlin. We must 
honor our commitment to protect it. We 
have no alternative. 

I should now like to direct my remarks 
to two current, vital, and highly contro
versial proposals: one, to admit Red China 
to membership in the United Nations, and 
the other, now pending in the U.S. Senate, 
to repeal the so-called Connally amendment 
to our Senate resolution ratifying the par
ticipation of the United States in the Inter
national Court of Justice. Both of these 
should be resoundingly defeated. 

In 1951, I was the author of the resolution, 
unanimously passed, declaring it to be "the 
sense of the U.S. Senate that the Commu
nist Chinese Government should not be ad
mitted to membership in the United Nations 
as a representative of China." Thereafter, 
in each succeeding year, the Congress has 
enacted a like provision in one of its appro
priation bills. Thus, the policy of our Gov
ernment up to this time is clearly and firmly 
established. There have been no develop
ments in the international situation, · and 
certainly, no change in the attitude and ag
gression policies of Red China that would 
warrant reversal of our position, but we hear 
rumblings that the State Department now 
wants our Government to recede and with
draw our opposition to her becoming a mem
ber. To do so, in my opinion, would be an 
act of appeasement that would create future 
problems far more serious than any it would 
presently resolve. 

Her admission will add no lustre to the 
stature of the United Nations, no dimen
sions to its capacity, and no measure of in
tegrity to its judgment. Permitting her to 
become a member will substantially 
strengthen the Communist bloc and corre
spondingly weaken the Western group of ria· 
tions. It will increase the voting power and 
prestige of the Communists, while diminish-

ing the authority and influence of the anti
Communist forces. It will impede rather 
than promote progress, and will hinder rather 
than help the United Nations to carry out its 
mission. Her presence in the councils of 
that world tribunal can only serve the inter
est of totalitarian aggression and will be in
imical to the cause of peace and the free
dom of mankind. 

The Connally amendment reservation 
adopted by the Senate in 1946 by a vote of 
51 to 12 simply withholds jurisdiction from 
the International Court of Justice over 
purely domestic disputes of the United 
States as determined by the United States. 
The elimination of that provision would, in 
my judgment, grant that Court compulsory 

. jurisdiction over our internal affairs. This 
reservation operates as a barrier, a safeguard, 
a limitation. The removal of these protec
tions cannot possibly provide any material 
benefit, advantage, or service to our coun
try's well-being. It can only expose us to 
possible injury and impositions. The re
peal of the amendment would be a further 
surrender of our national sovereignty and 
would be interpreted as an act of appease
ment. 

The new presiding judge of the World 
Court is Bohdan Winiarski, a Polish Com
munist. Although the new president of the 
Court, he is not a new judge. He has served 
that Court and his Communist bosses for the 
past 15 years. But there is a new Com
munist judge on the Court; he is Vladimir 
Koretsky of the Soviet Union. He has a 
long background as an adviser to Soviet 
diplomatic missions. As Communists, these 
two judges regard courts as proper forums 
for the accomplishment of Communist ob
jectives. They can be relied upon to make 
whatever decisions will further the Com
·munist world conspiracy. 

I think it is significant to note that no 
Communist nation has ever accepted the 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice, with or without reserva
tion. In these circumstances, there is no 
sound or persuasive reason why we should 
repeal this reservation and accept absolutely 
and without recourse the compulsory juris
diction of the International Court of Justice 
over the strictly domestic and internal af
fairs of our country. 

Here on the home front, decisions of our 
Supreme Court haye in many instances made 
it difficult to deal with the Communist 
menace and adequately protect our secu
rity from within. Until very recently, the 
Supreme Court, in a series of decisions, 
seemingly with design, whittled away at 
state sovereignty and the powers of the 
people through their elected State and Na
tional Governments, to fight the Commu
nist conspiracy within our borders. 
- In the Nelson case, the Court struck down 
antisubversive laws enacted by more than 
40 States of the Union, on the basis of the 
Court-created fiction that Congress had 
preempted this field of legislation. 

In the Yates case, the Court rendered the 
Smith Act virtually unenforcible by giv
ing the word "organize" a twisted definition 
and a distorted construction, wholly in
compatible with reason, sound logic, and 
the obvious intent of the Congress. 

In the Kent and Briehl cases, the Court 
struck down the right of the Secretary 
of State to deny a passport, notwithstand
ing a formal finding that the granting of it 

-would be contrary to the national secu
rity and interest of the United States. It 
held that this was an "impermissible 
reason" for refusing to issue the passport. 

In the Watkins case, the Court said, in 
effect, that the committees of Congress would 
have to carry on their investigations under 
rules laid down by the Court, and that the 
Court would decide whether any partic
ular investigation was justified. 

In the Konigsberg and Schware caSP.s, the 
Court struck down the right of a State to 
refuse to license a Communist to practice 
law. 

In the Sweezy case, the Court s.truck down 
the State legislatures' right to investigate 
subversive activities. 

In the Slochower case, the Court said 
that the State of New York could not dis
charge a Communist teacher in the public 
schools of that State. 

These and other cases made it appear to 
many lawyers in all parts of the country 
that the Court was giving judge-made pro
tection to the Communist Party U.S.A. 
against the powers of the sovereign States, 
and the obvious legislative intent of the 
Congress thus weighing the security of the 
United States far too lightly on the scales 
of justice. 

Protest against the trend of these deci
sions came from many quarters. The lawyers 
of the Nation were among the loudest pro
testants. The National Association of Attor
neys General, the Association of Chie.f Jus
tices, and the Committee on Communist 
Tactics, Strategy and Objectives of the 
American Bar Association were among the 
most influential voices heard in criticism. 
As a result of these protests, deep concern 
was felt and expressed by the public, and 
obviously, some members of the Court be
came disturbed. 

In the case of Greene v. McElroy, the Court 
held that the Secretary of Defense could not 
withdraw security clearance from a civilian 
employee working on a Government con
tract involving military secrets. Associate 
Justice Tom Clark, in vigorous dissent to the 
Court's ruling, said: 

"Let us hope that the winds may change. 
If they do not, the present temporary debacle 
will turn into a rout of our internal security." 

Some of the Court's most recent deci
sions give us slight hope, at least, that the 
"winds" are changing. The Court, I believe, 
has been doing some backtracking. Its de
cisions on June 5 in Communist Party U.S.A. 
v. Subversive Activities Control Board and 
in Scales v. United States of America, both 
by sharp and narrow division, lend some en
couragement, but still fall short of restor
ing full confidence. 

There was a time when a lawyer could 
consult the cases, know what the law was, 
and advise a client accordingly with reason
able certainty and assurance. But, when 
the Court began overruling established prec
edents of long standing-when it began set
ting aside decisions of the Supreme Com·t 
that were made at a time when the Court 
was composed of judges who were learned 
in the law and in the rudiments o.f Ameri
can jurisprudence-it created great doubt 
and confusion. 

Instability supplanted reliability to the 
extent that today no man can know what 
the "court-made" law of the land is, or will 

·be, and no lawyer can make any knowledge-
able prediction regarding what the decision 

· of the Supreme Court will be in any given 
case involving communism, subversion, or 
the powers "reserved to the States respec
tively, or to the people", by the lOth amend
ment to the Constitution. 

Now let us turn briefly to the Congress 
and to the executive branch of the Govern
ment. In my opinion, they are not meas
uring up in all respects to their responsibili
ties. We are not being prudent in our fiscal 
policies. We are spending too much money. 

We are moving rapidly toward an annual 
budget far in excess of $100 billion and a 
Federal debt of more than $300 billion. 
There is no end in sight to deficit spending. 
It is rising-not diminishing-and the 
tragedy is the lack of concern and seeming 
indifference of many of us who are entrusted 
with executive and legislative duties. 



12332 CON-GRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 12 
An examination of the record and pending 

legislative and budget requests before the 
present Congress will reveal facts and figures 
strongly supporting these conclusions that 
I have expressed. 

Three administration-supported bills have 
already been enacted into law. Eleven other 
administration-supported bills are pending 
with more than fair prospects of passage. 
These 14 measures all involve either the es
tablishment of new or the expansion of exist
ing Federal programs. The first year cost of 
the added spending obligations these meas
ures would incur is $4,974 million. The first 
5-year cost of these measures is $20,688 mil
lion. These are initial and conservative esti
mates. From past experience, we know these 
programs will likely cost much more. 

The foregoing does not include four addi
tional requests for increased spending in the 
areas of space, national defense and social 
security. The estimated first year cost of 
these four is $5,075 million. Projected at the 
same rate, the 5-year cost would be $25,375 
million. 

So, without taking into account what fu
ture Congresses may do, and based on the 
record and measures pending in the present 
Congress alone, the prospects are that the 
cost of operating the Federal Government 
over the next 5 years will increase by some 
$46 blllion. Ultimately, of course, these in
creases may be less than I am predicting, but 
the odds are that they will be considerably 
more. 

I do not rule out or reject all of these 
measures and all of this additional spending 
as being unnecessary. Neither do I oppose 
all of it. 

But, I personally believe the policy of 
habitual deficit spending and pyramiding 
the national debt is becoming serious-and 
should be stopped. 

Responsible Government should be able to 
find ways and means to meet this increased 
cost and not further burden the heritage of 
future generations with a more perilous na
tional debt. Then too, we should realize 
that the strength that we shall surely need 
in this long and unrelenting struggle for 
supremacy with the totalitarian world can
not be found in an insolvent government nor 
in a bankrupt treasury. 

There is another area in which the Con
gress needs to take early and afllnnative ac
tion. Notwithstanding the shocking revela
tions in the field of labor-management 
relations made by congressional investigating 
committees during the past few years, the 
Congress has not yet enacted adequate reme
dial legislation. The two bills that passed
the Welfare and Pension Plans Disclosure 
Act of 1958 and the Landrum-Griflln bill of 
1959 made progress, but they still leave much 
to be desired. Two additional major laws are 
stm needed--one, to prohibit strikes, delib
erate slowdowns and work stoppages at na
tional defense installations. The conditions 
that committee investigations recently dis
closed to exist at Cape Canaveral, Vanden
berg and other missile sites are a national 
disgrace. They should not be tolerated. 
Congress will be derelict in its duty if it 
fails to pass strong and effective legislation 
to deal with the problem. 

The second law needed is one to place 
labor unions in the transportation ind_ustry 
under some restrictions and controls com
parable to those that our antitrust laws 
now place on business. The threat of a pro
posed amalgamation or the forming of an 
association of all of the transportation 
unions under one head-under one leader
ship--with power to call a nationwide strike 
and paralyze the commerce and economy of 
this country, poses an internal danger of 
alarming proportions--one that actually 
challenges the supremacy of government it-

- self. We need to meet that challenge square
ly and head on Witl1. laws to curb and 

restrain the tremendous power that such a 
combination of forces would create. 

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the time for 
it be charged to neither side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

DETERRENCE OF COMMUNIST 
AGGRESSION 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection. it is so ordered. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 15 minutes, and that the time not be 
charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Iowa? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, appar
ently the administration is sending up 
trial balloons to see what the reaction 
of the American people would be to the 
idea of mobilization of our Reserve 
forces. In the July 3 issue of the Wash
ington Post and Times Herald, Mr. Jo
seph Alsop reported on a meeting of the 
National Security Council before which 
Mr. Dean Acheson made some recom
mendations. Mr. Alsop stated: 

It is well known that Acheson favors 
massive, immediate military mobilization, 
perhaps recalling to the colors of as many 
as a million reservists and members of the 
National Guard; that Acheson is supported, 
at least in principle, by Secretary of De· 
fense Robert McNamara. 

At a news conference yesterday, 
Deputy Defense Secretary Roswell Gil
patric is reported to have said that the 
administration is considering a callup 
of Reserve forces to strengthen the Na
tion's immediate ability to cope with 
Russia's menacing attitude. 

Mr. President, I believe that the Amer
ican people will reject such an idea as 
premature and ineffective, and as a fur
ther indication of the failure of this 
administration to know how to handle 
threats of Communist aggression. 

If these are trial balloons to see how 
the Soviets will react, I am quite sure 
that the leaders in the Kremlin will not 
be at all impressed. In fact, I can 
think of nothing that would please them 
more than the prospect of a conventional 
war with the West, because such a war 
would bleed us white, be indecisive, and 
would probably be won by them because 
of their superior resources and the co
hesiveness of their conventional forces. 

The West has 10,000 to 12,000 men in 
West Berlin and 20 divisions, uneven in 
quality and size, in Western Europe. 
The Soviets have 20 to 22 divisions in 
East Germany, plus approximately 100,
poo in East German forces, 175 divisio~s 
in Russia and other nations behind the 

Iron Curtain, and within a short period 
could mobilize, equip, and put into the 
field another 125 divisions. 

The ideas of mobilization and the idea 
of beefing up our conventional forces are 
in line with the policy attributed earlier 
this year to the administration of "rais
ing the threshold." In diplomatic terms, 
this means employing more conventional 
forces to deter aggression. In plain Eng
lish, it means spilling the blood of more 
American troops, fighting, at best, an in
decisive conventional war . until things 
get so bad that at least limited nuclear 
weapons have to be used to put a stop 
to Communist aggression. Such a policy 
is a sign of weakness, not of strength. 
At worst, it will not deter armed aggres
sion by conventional Communist forces. 
At best, it will drain off manpower and 
economic resources needed to maintain 
our superior nuclear power, which is the 
real deterrent of the Soviets and will 
remain so until effective disarmament 
programs are agreed to by them. 

Does the administration believe that 
merely calling up our Reserve and Na
tional Guard forces is going to deter 
Communist aggression in Berlin, in Laos, 
in Vietnam, in Cuba? Does the admin
istration intend to transport these forces 
to Western Europe? If it does, does it 
intend to fight a conventional war with 
them? If it does. will it keep the de
pendents of our military personnel in 
Western Europe? I do not think so. Is 
it not, then, one of the first orders of 
business to move out these dependents? 

If a conventional war is to be fought, 
will Soviet and Communist bloc em
bassies, legations, and consulates be per
mitted to remain open for business as 
usual in our country, or in the countries 
of our allies in Western Europe? I do 
not think so. Is it not, then, a first 
order of business to take steps in this 
direction? Also to take steps leading to 
the recall of our own staffs from the 
embassies and other offices in the Soviet 
Union and in other Iron Curtain coun
tries? Also those of our Western allies? 

If a conventional war is to be fought, 
will we permit trade of any kind to be 
conducted with the Soviet Union and its 
satellites? I do not think so. Is it not, 
then, a first order of business to take 
steps toward stopping this trade? Also 
·toward seeing to it that uur Western 
allies do the same thing? 

If a conventional war is to be fought, 
will we give foreign aid to Iron Curtain 
countries, or to other countries which are 
trading with our enemies? I do not 
think so. Is it not, then, a first order 
of business to take steps toward shutting 
off such foreign aid? 

As I said last weekend, it seems to me 
that this business of calling up reserves 
and National Guardsmen is putting the 
cart before the horse. Unless we are 
willing to take these other actions first, 

-we are not going to employ conventional 
forces in a shooting war. If it be argued 
that these other actions will cause a lot 
of inconvenience, the answer is that un
less we demonstrate the willpower and 
firmness to undergo such inconven
·ience-unless our allies are equally will-
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ing to do so, we never will have the will
power and firmness needed to employ 
these forces in a shooting war. What is 
more, the leaders in the Kremlin know it. 

There are no doubt other actions that 
can and should be taken, Mr. President. 
However, as minimal first steps, we 
ought to pull out the dependents of 
oversea personnel in Western Europe
certainly in the area where conventional 
forces using limited nuclear weapons 
would operate if Premier Khrushchev 
decides to start a war over Berlin. Next, 
the President should advise Premier 
Khrushchev and other interested govern
ments that at the instant of Russia's uni
laterally signing a separate peace treaty 
with East Germany, all Soviet and Com
munist bloc embassies, legations, and 
consulates in the United States will be 
closed, or at least reduced to a skeleton 
force; our own Embassies and other gov
ernmental offices in the Soviet Union and 
other Iron Curtain countries will be simi
larly closed or reduced; that trade of 
any kind with the U.S.S.R. and its satel
lites will stop; that foreign aid to 
Iron Curtain countries or to any other 
nation trading with the U.S.S.R. and its 
satellites will cease. After these mini
mal actions, if the administration has 
the determination to take them, we 
might talk about mobilization. 

As I said before, I recognize the in
conveniences such actions entail. I also 
recognize that the administration may 
be concerned over political reverberations 
of such action. However, I am con
vinced that the American people are far 
ahead of the administration in their at
titude of firmness of action, as well as 
words. toward the Communist world. 
They are concerned that our prestige in 
the eyes of many friendly and neutral 
nations around the world has sunk to 
an all-time low. America, for the first 
time in her brave history, is becoming 
known as a nation with big words but 
small deeds. 

Action by the Congress on the foreign 
aid bill is not as closely related to the 
Berlin crisis as some proponents of this 
legislation would have us ·believe. All 
the foreign aid programs that can be de
vised will not persuade friendly and neu
tral nations, much less the Communist
dominated ·nations, that we are willing 
to :fight to deter aggression. In fact, they 
may well interpret action on foreign aid 
and inaction-inconvenient though it 
may be-over Berlin as hopefulness on 
our part that we can buy peace. Endur
ing peace is never for sale. It can only 
be secured and maintained by firmness 
and strength, militarily, economically, 
and above all morally. Our will to re
sist-our will to win-these must under
lie our wor_ds. Equally important, the 
leaders in the Kremlin must know that 
this is so. The task of the leadership of 
this administration is to make certain 
that they do. We are waiting, Mr. Presi
dent. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senators be 
CVII--'780 

permitted to make insertions in the REc
ORD without the time required to do so 
being charged to either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CLARK in the chair). Is there objection 
to the request of the Senator from Cal
ifornia? There being no objection, Sen
ators may request that insertions be 
placed in the RECORD, without the time 
required for such requests being charged 
to either side. 

NAACP VISITS CONGRESS 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the 52d 

convention of the National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored People 
is meeting in Philadelphia, Pa., this 
week, as the present occupant of the 
chair is aware. The conference has been 
recessed today to enable those attending 
the convention to come to Washington to 
meet with Members of Congress. 

The NAACP has been in the forefront 
of the struggle for equality under the 
law. Its leaders and members have pur-
· sued relentlessly the task of making our 
constitutional principles a reality for all 
Americans. They have confronted many 
obstacles in the past and we know that 
there are tremendous challenges before 
them. They are determined, however, 
to continue to move forward and they 
have the great strength which comes 
from the knowledge that your mission is 
a righteous one. 

The visit of the NAACP to Congress 
is a most timely reminder of the urgent 
need for new civil rights legislation. It 
is regrettable that at this late stage in 
the session, the administration has not 
yet initiated any legislative proposals in 
this field. As a result, the many civil 
rights bills which have been introduced 
by individual members lie dormant in 
the committee files with no action con
templated by the leadership; 

The NAACP convention emphasizes 
that the hour is late and the need is 
great. I hope that this courageous or• 
ganization will succeed in prodding ac
tion on these problems. They are as 
important as any other domestic issues 
facing America and they will not be 
solved by being ignored. We have are
sponsibility to which we should face up 
to give every possible aid to those en
gaged in the struggle to advance human 
freedom in America. 

Mr. President, I salute the NAACP 
and wish their efforts every success. 

GOVERNORS' CONFERENCE EN
DORSES NEW YORK WORLD'S 
FAIR 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I am 

happy to call attention to the fact today 
that the Governors' conference held in 
Honolulu, Hawaii, unanimously passed a 
resolution presented by Gov. Nelson A. 
Rockefeller, of New York, endorsing the 
New York World's Fair. This resolution 
is a wonderful expression of confidence 
and interest of all of the Governors in 
the fair. 

At the present moment, there are 49 
foreign countries committed to partici
pate in the New York Fair and 35 major 

American corporations and associations 
who have either signed leases or whose 
]eases are under negotiation. In addi
tion, 11 States, plus the Missouri Basin 
States, have either been allocated space 
or are negotiating for space. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD a copy of the text Of the 
before-mentioned resolution of the Gov
ernors' conference. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas American prestige and interna
tional good will are of vital importance; and 

Whereas this pr~stige and good will can be 
displayed to the world in an international 
cooperative venture at World Fair; and 

Whereas the city of New York is hosting a 
World's Fair of magnitude and international 
importance; beginning April 22, 1964, and 
continuing through 1965; and 

Whereas achievement in science is one of 
the paramount projects of this infant space 
age; and 

Whereas the New York World's Fair, and 
its predecessor in Seattle, carry a science 
theme and are complementary platforms on 
which the world can stage its achievements 
and exchange cultures for better understand
ing; and 

Whereas the city of New York is one of the 
gateways of the world, and host to millions 
of people; and 

Whereas New York in 1939 and 1940 con
_ducted a significant World's Fair promoting 
good will among nations and featuring 
achievements of the times: Therefore be it 

Resolved by this 1961 session of the Gov
ernors' conference meeting in Hawaii, That 
the Governors of the Nation give their sup
port and endorsement to the 1964-65 New 
York World's Fair as an international project 
to further the cause of peace and under
standing among peoples of the world. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I have 
some remarks that I wish to make which 
will consume probably 15 minutes. If 
I may retain my right to the :floor, I 
shall be happy to yield to other Sena
tors for the purpose of their requesting 
that insertions be made in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

TELEVISION PROGRAMING 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, John 

W. Guider, Esq., of Littleton, N.H., prin
cipal owner of Mount Washington TV, 
Inc., and well known in both New Hamp
shire and Washington, recently deliv
·ered a challenging address before the 
Portland, Maine, Rotary Club, concern
ing television programing. 

I ask unanimous consent that his 
speech be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AnDRESS BY JOHN W. GUIDER, BEFORE THE 

PORTLAND ROTARY CLUB, JUNE 23, 1961 
I would like to speak to you today about 

what sort of job is being done in this coun
try by the people who have been licensed 
to operate television stations. I feel the 
publicity on this subject 1n the last couple 
of years, and particularly 1n the last 3 or 4 
months, has been distinctly one-sided. As 
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you know, a television station is an expen
sive proposition to build and to operate. 
It is distinctly a risk venture which is en
tered into by individuals acting as private 
citizens. Unless they can meet the competi
tion they find in the marketplace from other 
television stations and from other advertis
ing media including radio, newspapers, and 
magazines, they will promptly find that op
erating a television station is an opportunity 
to lose money as well as an opportunity to 
make it. Many stations operate at a deficit 
for many years before turning the corner 
into the black. We did. A license to operate 
a television station is definitely not a guar
antee that you will make money. 

Impressed on the business at all times 
during 16 or 17 hours of operation every day 
for 7 days a week and 52 weeks a year is the 
necessity of meeting the statutory standard 
of "public interest, convenience, and ne
cessity,'' a vague requirement which has al
ways defied definition and which can mean 
a great many different things for as many 
different people or groups. Nevertheless, 
upon this vague standard is based the origi
nal grant of a license, and the renewal 
thereof at short periods of 3 years. The in
vestment made, not only in money, but in 
fiesh and blood, and patient building, and in 
sacrifices which it is hoped will ultimately 
be rewarded, depends upon the shifting 
policies of an administrative agency in 
Washington, D.C., which at all times holds 
the threat that a license may not be re
newed. The investment may be made 
worthless since it may not perform the only 
function for which it was intended, and 
the operators of television stations have the 
dubious distinction of being the least se
cure in their business of any important 
category of commercial enterprise in our 
country. 

Perhaps because of this insecurity, or per
haps because they voluntarily assume the 
public service obligations which are inher
ent in the business, it could be said without 
fear of successful contradiction that there 
is no major business or industry in Amer
ica where dedication to public service plays 
so great a part so many times each day, in 
the operation of a business as it does in 
television broadcasting. For those who hold 
these licenses, public service is as funda
mental as the Ten Commandments or the 
Bill of Rights of the Constitution or the 
multiplication tables. It penetrates every 
nook and crevice of our operations. This is 
not only because we hold our license under 
an obligation to meet the public interest, 
convenience, and necessity, but because we 
cannot conduct a successful business oper
ation unless we render to the public a serv
ice which the public of its own free choice 
is willing to accept to an extent that will 
permit our business to meet its expenses. 
We are not a monopoly. We are subject at 
all times to spirited competition. 

So much for the basic obligation of every 
_television station licensee, and for the com
pelling reasons he has to meet that obliga
tion to the best of his ability. 

In recent months you have heard much 
about television being a vast wasteland. 
That's a colorful phrase but it is also sheer 
poppycock. Television, as it is operated to
day, is making the greatest contribution that 
has ever been made to the people of this or 
any other country, in the wealth of infor
mation it affords in the fields of news, cul
ture, observation of government and public 
affairs, and in the contribution it is making 
to the pursuit of happiness which the 
Founding Fathers thought important enough 
to group with "life and liberty" in the Dec
laration of Independence. 

Let me state both frankly and emphati
cally at this point that I think there is a 
great deal wrong with television and tele
vision programs. I think the most valid 
charge that is being made against television 

today is the charge of excessive violence in 
television shows. I deplore it, and in recent 
years I have never failed to take every op
portunity to speak out against it within our 
industry. The thing that prevents this point 
of view from being more effective is merely 
that a very large percentage of the viewing 
public chooses to watch the programs that 
include these very violent sequences. I 
think that is a phase. I believe that any 
type of program which was on the crest of 
popularity during the past year or two is 
likely to find itself out of favor 2 or 3 years 
from now. There must be novelty and 
change in entertainment and cycles are as 
inevitable as the ebb and fiow of the tide. 
But we know there will be much less vio
lence in TV next winter than last, and a 
great deal less in the following year. 

There are other criticisms with which I 
could also agree. I do not think I am in the 
least unique in my views. I believe that 
most operators of television stations will go 
to any reasonable lengths, and even some 
unreasonable ones, to include in their sched
ules more programs that will bring home to 
the public generally the problems of the 
world in which we live, the necessity of a 
strong national spirit with which to combat 
these problems, the importance of an in
formed and educated public, a greater con
tribution to the successful rearing and 
training of our children, the advantages of 
the broad and cultured point of view rather 
than the narrow and provincial one, the ap
preciation of better writing, better music, 
and better thinking, and in general all of the 
things which improve the mind, eniich the 
spirit, and cast light into the shadows of 
ignorance or uncertainty. 

This, I assure you, the pros in our still new 
and young business are trying to do. I 
think they know best how to go about ac
complishing the effort. I do not think it 
can be accomplished by the threatening 
mandates of Federal regulatory agencies, or 
even by acts of Congress. The pros of the 
business understand the problems as much 
as people who come and go in the regulatory 
agencies or in the Halls of Congress. But 
they understand also that you cannot legis
late or regulate taste or intellectual curiosity 
any more than you can morals. We tried 
to regulate morals with the great experiment, 
and it proved to be a colossal failure. It did 
much more harm than good. It had to be 
abandoned. This could be another great ex
periment if it is tried. 

Now let's take a minute or two to empha
size a very important point. Practically 
every criticism of television is based on the 
quality or the nature of the programing. 
Programs are not a commodity that can be 
produced on a production line, measured on 

. a meter, bought by the pound or the gallon, 
or mined out of the earth. They involve 
a tricky thing called creativity. 

A Federal agency might conceivably order 
us to devote so many hours a day to this 
or that kind of public service program but 
that would be no assurance that the pro
grams would be worth looking at or that 
people would look at them. Perhaps the 
scriptwriting that has gone into many tele
vision shows is lacking in originality or nov
elty but remember the voracious appetite 
the television industry has for the material 
which is created by writers and scriptwriters 
and comedians. Remember that more people 
see the "Real McCoys" every Thursday night 
than saw all of the performances of "Uncle 
Tom's Cabin," all of the Victor Herbert oper
ettas, and "Showboat," "Oklahoma," and 
"South Pacific" put together. 

Remember too that more people watched 
John Fitzgerald Kennedy and Richard M. 
Nixon in their TV debates last fall than ever 
heard all of the Presidents of the United 
States in their personal appearances from 
George Washington to Dwight Eisenhower. 
Madison Avenue refers to this fact as the 

"exposure" which is given to a program. 
This exposure uses up a creation, however 
talented, in a single evening, and this re
sults in a demand for creative talent that is 
far in excess of the supply. This is a serious 
problem that has the best attention of an 
industry that is only as old as a boy who has 
just reached his 15th birthday. I think most 
people will conclude that the way to meet the 
problem is not by governmental dictation of 
the type and numbers of different kinds of 
programs that television stations must 
broadcast if they wish to have their licenses 
renewed. 

We don't have to speculate about what 
television is when it is in private hands that 
are earnestly trying to improve the quality 
and balance of programs, as compared to 
what it is when the Government decides 
what shall be broadcast. We have before us 
the example of Great Britain. No critic of 
American television today could ask for a 
greater measure of Government control of 
television programing than resided in the 
British Broadcasting Corporation, a govern
mental agency, for the first 10 years of tele
vision in England. The programs met the 
highest standards of good taste, intelligence 
and culture. They were completely free from 
any of the characteristics which have been 
criticized in American television. The Eng
lish programs were frequently cited as ex
amples of what American television should 
be. The only trouble with them was that not 
many people were very interested in looking 
at them. After 10 years of proceeding along 
the lines the Government decreed, only a 
million television sets had been sold in a 
country which had over 50 million inhabi
tants. Then a modified form of commercial
ized television was permitted in England. 
American programs were imported and Eng
lish programs were created that were similar 
to the American format of programing. 
Within 2 or 3 years this great service to the 
public which had been held in leash by Gov
ernment domination for 10 years was discov
ered and approved by the 90 percent of the 
British people who had previously exhibited 
not the slightest interest in television. With
in 3 years the number of sets in England in
creased from 1 million to 10,469,753 in 1960, 
and that in spite of the fact that a sub
stantial Government license fee has to be 
paid annually on every one of that number 
of television receivers. 

Now voices are raised in this country that 
want us to reverse the English experience. 
They want to dictate what the people shall 
hear and see. They won't admit this in so 
many words, but neither can they deny it 
because it is the plain implication of what 
they are saying. They do it by criticizing 
the present programs and insisting that the 
Government, by processes ranging from 
threat of failure to renew a station's license 
to administrative examination of a station's 
program format, have stations conform to 
somebody's idea at Washington as to what 
the public should see and hear. 

They resent deeply the charge that they 
are proposing censorship. They resent it be
cause they do not know how to escape it. 
And escape it they must, under the law, as 
I will shortly point out. They do not dare 
admit or possibly they do not realize that 
what they are proposing is censorship, plain 
and simple, and different only in degree, at 
least at first, from that imposed by totali
tarian states. 

Does it seem to you that I am overempha
sizing the gravity of this point? Life maga
zine, in last week's issue, devoted two pages 
to the views of the youthful new Chairman 
of the Federal Communications Commission. 
To him Life imputes the view that "some 
people say that restricting one type of tele
vision program in favor of another is a form 
of censorship." Obviously this powerful 
head of one of our great regula tory agencies 
does not think it is censorship. Of course it 
is the very essence of censorship. 
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I want to ask simply if ·the power of the 

Government to" restrict one type of program 
in favor of another is not precisely the dif
ference ·that. exists today between American 
television and Russian television? Life goes 
on to say that the Chairman believes he has 
news for the people who take the view that 
this is censorship. He takes the position 
t hat they have not watched 1 hour, 1 min
ute or even 1 second of uncensored television 
since the first day they switched on a TV 
set. He says it is a censorship that is far 
more arbitrary and far more damaging than 
any of which people could ever accuse him. 
He says it is censorship by popularity charts. 

It occurred to me when I read these words 
for the first time that here is a perfect ex
ample of a case where a word may mean 
very d11ferent things to d11ferent people. 
Students of the law and of political history 
know that censorship is something that is 
imposed by governmental authority. The 
key word is government. It is not called 
censorship when an editor decides to fea
ture one type of news and suppress another 
in his newspaper. It is not thought to be 
censorship when politicians argue their side 
of the case and ignore the virtues of the 
other. It is not considered censorship when 
the publisher of the printed word exercises 
editorial judgment as to what he will give to 
his readers in his editorials. It only becomes 
censorship when governmental authority 
tells these people what they may publish or 
say and what they may not. This has been 
the meaning of censorship from the time of 
the government magistrates who supervised 
public morals in Early Rome to the Govern
ment censors who read your oversea mail 
during the war. 

Coming more specifically to the issue be
fore us here, it is therefore not censorship 
when the public gets programs that have 
been selected by the networks, and by in
dividual stations, because of "popularity 
charts," or "surveys." It is a traversty on 
the meaning of words and the developments 
of history to say that we are censoring your 
programs because we have tried to find out 
what you, the public, prefers and because 
we have tried to meet those preferences. 

It might be pertinent at this point to iden
tify the two different forms of censorship. 
The one most familiar to the public is cen
sorship by prior restraint, such as that which 
is exercised by the official censor in England 
over dramatic productions, or by the cable 
censor in Moscow where he declines to let 
an American correspondent file his story to 
an American newspaper. 

Of the two sorts of censorship this is 
the less troublesome. At least you don't get 
into any trouble with it. You may not pub
lish what you desire to publish, but you are 
not subjected to punishment since there 
was no publication. 

But there is also a thing called censorship 
by fear of subsequent punishment. That 
is what we are threatened with here. You 
go ahead and publish something at your 
peril, and later you are punished for doing 
it. The thing that you did during the first 
year you had your license might not have 
seemed serious then but because of later 
events became a punishable affair. In a 
sense this is something like an ex post facto 
penal proceeding. 

Time and again during the past few weeks 
we have heard plainly voiced threats that 
station licenses may not be renewed unless 
stations conform to the current thinking in 
Washington. This is censorship by fear of 
subsequent punishment. 

A point frequently overlooked is that any 
criticism of TV, sound or unsound, is u.sually 
given the broadest and most prominent 
coverage by the newspapers and magazines 
t hat are the unhappy commercial competi
tors of TV. It is perhaps quite understand
able ·that they should strike back at a com
petitor that reaches more homes with much 

more commercial impact and for fewer ad
vertising dollars than is possible in maga
zines or newspapers. You should realiZe that 
great prominence is happily given to any and 
a ll television criticisms by the people who 
operate newspapers and magazines. Any TV 
critic can view with alarm and know he will 
get a wonderful press. It is perhaps signifi
cant that here, too, is a one-sided attack. 
Television stations do not attack the printed 
media. They don't need to. But television 
stations are subjected to a daily barrage of 
caustic comment from the printed media. 
All we ask is that when you read these 
criticisms of us please consider the source. 
Remember that the paper or the magazine 
you are holding in your hand has probably 
suffered a decline in advertising income be
cause of the very existence of TV. It is too 
much to expect their publishers to be ob
jective and unbiased in their handling of 
TV news. They are human. They have been 
hurt. But you should not be misled. 

I'd like to spend a minute or two to get 
one more point in focus. One of the favor
ite battle cries of the critics of TV is this 
one: "Remember that these frequencies be
long to the public." Sure they do. More 
than 30 years ago I was the Washington 
lawyer for a colorful character who owned a 
radio station in Zion, Ill., and who headed 
a religion that contended the world was 
fiat, not round. He also thought he had a 
vested interest in the particular frequency 
on which he had been operating. I told him 
he didn't. There has never been any serious 
challenge to the proposition that the pub
lic at large has the complete property rights 
to radio (or television) frequencies as against 
any claim of an individual property right. 
The same is true of the air we breathe. It 
is true of the air through which our com
mercial aviation moves. It is true of the 
public highways on which so much of the 
commerce of our Nation travels. But it is 
a monumental non sequitur to jump from 
this premise of public ownership to a con
clusion that it justifies a Federal administra
tive agency assuming the right to decide 
what the people shall hear and see on their 
television sets, and what may not be broad
cast, under the threat that 1f it does not 
comply a station may lose its license and 
have its investment rendered valueless. 

Of course, there is no room for doubt on 
the point. Congress may have been less than 
specific in setting up for licensees the statu
tory standard of operating in the public in
terest, convenience, and necessity, but it 
stated in fiat and unmistakable language 
that the agency it created, the Federal Com
munications Commission, should not have 
the power of censorship. 

From the day in 1927 when the first Radio 
Act was enacted, Congress has specifically 
told the successive Commissions it created 
that they were not to have "the power of 
censorship over the radio communications 
or signals transmitted by any radio station 
and that no regulation or condition shall 
be promulgated or fixed by the Commission 
which shall interfere with the right of free 
speech by means of radio communications." 

These words I have just quoted are taken 
from section 326 of the Communications Act 
of 1934, which is the act now in force. 

Neither the Federal Communications Com
mission nor the individual Commissioners 
have any power except the power which Con
gress has given them. Congress in the plain
est language imaginable has said that the 
Commission is to keep its hands off the pro
gram content of radio and television broad
casting. 

The Commission should not do indirectly 
.or by threats of nonrenewal of license or by 
excessive harassment of licensees in the ad
ministrative processes what Congress has 
plainly said it must not do. 

Congress was wise in putting the noncen
sorshfp provision into the original Radio Act 

and in the subsequent statutes passed for 
the regulation of broadcasting. As informed 
and intelligent individuals, you would be 
wise to see that these protections to our 
liberties are not eroded by the enthusiasms 
of Government administrators, however well 
intended and however well grounded on valid 
criticisms of some television programs. 
There are proper ways to improve television 
programs, but Government censorship is not 
one of them. 

And don't be misled by people who deny 
the intent to censor while saying as Life 
quoted the Chairman of the FCC-that he 
planned to use all his statutory powers to 
gain more balanced programs. 

It is censorship when big brother in Wash
ington decides what you shall see and hear 
regardless of your own personal preferences. 

We may deplore the taste of 95 percent of 
the public if we are one of the 5 percent who 
believe that because of superior education, 
or superior mentalities or superior taste or 
superior culture or maybe perhaps of superior 
egos, that we are a cut better than the other 
95 percent. But have you ever observed that 
these views are always expressed by people 
who do not run for office? No politician 
would ever be guilty of predicating his argu
ment on the proposition that in following 
popularity charts what is being done is to 
cater to the "most unthinking, more taste
less element of the population-to nurture 
and propagate the lowest common denomi
nator and impose its subterranean standards 
on everybody else." These are not my words. 
These are the words that are imputed to the 
head o! the agency that issues licenses to 
television stations and renews them, not 
for the 5 percent only but for the other 95 
percent as well. 

I think it is frightening. I think it is 
frightening that in such a high place there 
should be such a misconception o! the es
sence of democracy, of the belief in the ma
jority rule, and a reversion to a type of 
aristocratic or dictatorial thinking which 
believes that some tiny percentage of the 
public should impose its w111 on the over
whelmingly large percentage o! the public. 
I believe we should stay with the principles 
that have caused this Government to endure 
for a longer period than any important gov
ernment existing today. Let us trust all the 
people to deal with this problem as they do 
with other pressing and important difficul
ties. 

I have told you that the story has been 
given to the public in a one-sided manner. 
It has. You hear nothing about the good 
side of television--only the bad, or to be 
more precise only what a small percentage 
of the intelligentsia thinks is the bad side of 
it. These gentlemen who deal in theory 
rather than !act, in what they think is 
original thinking and that presumably takes 
the place of experience, in ideals rather than 
realities, could profit from my own expe
rience of having known hundreds of people 
who have written to me or spoken to me. 
about the wonderful change that television 
has made in their lives. 

If I were to tell you some of the actual 
instances of people who have thanked me 
because they felt I had something to do with 
bringing television to them, I would doubt
less be accused of maudlin sentiment. And 
yet, during the first year or two that our 
station was operating from the top of Mount 
Washington, simple country folk, people who 
lived on backroads and tn remote areas, old 
and sickly people, including many who were 
quite knowledgeable, would come up to me 
on the street and tell me that television 
was the most wonderful thing that had ever 
come into their lives . 

If any of those people find a certain pro
gram too violent, or too trashy, or if they 
think it is bad for the children, they have 
a choice of other programs to which they 
can turn. Or, like everyone else in America 
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they can switch off the TV set and do what
ever they did before 1946 when TV was first 
introduced generally. But tens of mlllions 
of these people are happy with the new life 
that television has opened up for them, with 
the wonderful talent that performs for them 
in any given week, they are grateful to have 
fast news, expertly interpreted, and for 
sports, and great public events where they 
have the chance to share the sense of "being 
there" that television alone can give. 

If you doubt that there is a great deal 
more that is good about TV than bad-ask 
yourself what the reaction would be if every 
TV station went off the air at 6 p.m. tonight. 
On total, would this be a good thing for the 
country or a bad one? And if it would be 
bad to take all of the TV away from the 
people, then in principle it is equally bad 
to substitute something most of them will 
not look at for something which they are 
now watching. The degree is all that would 
vary and that would be determined by the 
amount of Government dictation. 

There is no compulsion to look at tele
vision. Therefore it is all the more signifi
cant that in tens of mlllions of homes people 
do look at it for 5 or 6 hours a day, every 
day. 

In the scathing indictments which we have 
heard leveled against television, the propo
nents of these views usually seem to make 
no effort to be fair. All they do is condemn. 
They do not recognize the fact that in any 
week there will be found included in the 
programs of the three networks and of inde
pendent stations, hours and half hours 
which would satisfy in both quality and 
quantity the most sensitive of tastes and the 
most exquisite of demands for intellectual 
stimulation. It is one of the ironies of the 
situation that so often our critics say, after 
delivering a stinging tirade against tele
vision in general, "Why, I wouldn't even 
have a set in the house." But they under
take to say what should be seen and heard 
by the 50 mlllion homes that do have one or 
more television sets in the house. I think it 
is about time that someone called attention 
to these facts. My voice is a small one. It 
will not be heard beyond the confines of 
this room. But if a couple of hundred of 
you, leaders of your community, go out of 
here today feeling that the remedies recom
mended in Washington are worse than the 
disease they are supposed to cure, I will feel 
that my efforts have been amply rewarded. 

MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CUL
TURAL EXCHANGE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 1154) to provide for the 
improvement and strengthening of the 
international relations of the United 
States by promoting better mutual un
derstanding among the peoples· of the 
world through educational and cultural 
exchanges. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should 
like to propound an inquiry to the acting 
majority leader, the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. RANDOLPH]. 

The Senator from South Dakota has 
an amendment at the desk which will 
be considered when consideration of the 
bill is resumed under the time limita
tion. The Senate Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry is now meeting and 
marking up the agriculture bill. I 
should like to have the assurance of the 
acting majority leader that there be a 
quorum call before the Senate again 
:Proceeds under the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I think that would 
be proper. 

RADIO AND TV PROGRAMING 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, on 

January 16 of this year Mr. Robert T. 
Bartley, Federal Communications Com
missioner, delivered an address before 
the Florida Association of Broadcasters 
entitled "Regulation of Programs-How 
Far? How Good?" 

Because of the importance of Mr. 
Bartley's fine discussion on this subject, 
which carries so much weight and has 
received so much interest, I ask unani
mous consent that the address be 
printed in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
.ADDRESS BY FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COM• 

MISSIONER ROBERT T. BARTLEY, BEFORE THE 
FLORIDA ASSOCIATION OF BROADCASTERS, 
JUNE 16, 1961 

REGULATION OF PROGRAMS-HOW FAR? HOW 
GOOD? 

There are three reasons why I am glad to 
be here with you Florida broadcasters. 
First, it is always a pleasure for me to par
ticipate with broadcasters in these shop
talk meetings. Second, I feel a deep kin
ship with broadcasters in general, since I, 
too, was one of the "regulated" before I be
came one of the "regulators." And third, 
I have been waiting a long time to go fishing 
again in Florida waters-in the first place. 

Tonight, I have chosen for the topic of 
_my talk a subject which has come currently 
into the spotlight again; namely, the ques
tion of regulation of programs by the FCC. 
As you are no doubt aware, there has been 
an increasing interest in programing matters 
in many quarters of late-not only at the 
Commission, but in Congress, newspapers, 
and magazines, the trade press, and other 
segments of the industry as a whole. There 
have been charges and countercharges hurled 
about concerning such things as excessive 
commercialism, program practices, loud com
mercials, and censorship by the Commission. 

I feel that there is a need to clarify the 
atmosphere somewhat in this field. First, 
I should like to banish from your minds the 
so-called bugaboo of censorship. As I think 
I will show you there is no basis for any 
such fear on the part of the broadcast in
dustry-from the Commission, at any rate. 
But more importantly, I should like to try 
to clarify what I consider to be the legiti
mate scope of FCC interest and activity in 
the field of program practice. 

The first point to discuss, it seems to me, 
is the question "What are the outer limits 
of FCC control in the field of programing?" 
To start with, we have, of course, the statu
tory criterion upon which the Commission's 
licensing jurisdiction is based-what the 
.courts have called the "touchstone" of FCC 
jurisdiction-namely, public interest, con
venience and necessity. Now, from time to 
time we hear a repetition of the old theme 
that the functions of the Commission are 
limited to those of a sort of traffic cop, 
wherein the Commission's inquiries are re
stricted merely to a determination of the 
technical aspects of licensing. The fact i.s 
that the FCC is something more. 

Courts have held time and again that pro
grams are the essence of the service in the 
public interest, which Congress set down as 
the criterion to be used by the Commission 
in its licensing functions. Tile courts have 
clearly upheld the right of the Commission, 
when considering applications for new li
censes or for renewals, not only to consider 
whether the applicant has the necessary 
legal, financial, technical and character 
qualifications to operate a station, but also 
whether the program service he proposes or 

has rendered in the past serves the public 
interest. Therefore, I think it can be validly 
stated that the Commission not only has 
the authority to concern itself with program 
service, but that it has an affirmative duty, 
in its public interest determinations, to give 
full consideration to the use to which broad
cast licenses are put. 

But, on the other hand, we have an equally 
important section in the Communications 
Act affecting program matters-namely, 
section 326, which states that: 

"Nothing in this act shall be understood 
or construed to give the Commission the 
power of censorship over th'e radio com
munications or signals transmitted by any 
radio station, and no regulation or condi
tion shall be promulgated or fixed by the 
Commission which shall interfere with the 
right of free speech by means of radio com
munication." 

In ruling out censorship by the Commis
sion, the Congress wrote a guarantee that 
governmental regulations would not abridge 
the free fiow of ideas. And, in my judg
ment, it has been an effective guarantee. 
But, you may ask, "How is it possible to rec
oncile the prohibitions as to censorship 
with the responsibility imposed upon the 
Commission to inquire into programing in 
passing upon applications for new stations 
and for renewals of license every 3 years?" 

In speaking of the matter of censorship, 
in my opinion, a good deal of the heat and 
furor that has been raised is due directly 
to a lack of understanding of this business of 
censorship in its true perspective. 

First, you must realize that when you 
talk of censorship, you are talking about 
day-to-day control, in advance, of program 
content. Next, you must realize that we 
are here dealing basically with a system of 
licensing estaQlished by Congress in the 
Communications Act. It is clear that radio 
is a field of scarcity which is subject to 
reasonable regulation, through licensing, in 
the public interest. One might argue, as 
it has in fact been argued on occasion, that 
any denial of a broadcast license is a pre
vious restraint on free speech. But when 
faced with this question, the Supreme Court 
held to the contrary. It pointed out in the 
Chain Broadcasting case that, under the li
censing system established by Congress, the 
denial of a station license on the grounds 
that the public interest, convenience, or 
necessity would not be served, if it was 
otherwise valid under the act, would not be 
a denial of free speech. Likewise, other 
courts have held that when the Commis
sion has refused to renew a license or to 
grant a new license because it had concluded 
that the programing was not in the public 
interest, that this did not constitute a de
nial of free speech or censorship in violation 
of the act. 

And this t;nust necessarily be so, because 
the ess·ence of censorship is the passing on 
specific utterances or programs in advance 
of their presentation. The Commission's 
function, in passing either on the program 
proposals of an applicant for a new station 
or in reviewing the stewardship of a station 
upon its renewal period, is no more cen
sorship· than our libel laws which are de
signed hot to restrain but to hold to ac
count. 

Moreover, it is clearly recognized that even 
within the constitutional protection of free
dom of speech in the first amendment, there 
are certain limitations upon the right of 
free speech. The first amendment does not 
carry the right of free speech so far as to 
protect statements of sedition, treason, in
citing to riot, slander or libel, nor does 
it shield anyone from the application of 
.other c:riminal laws designed to protect the 
general public. The most _ fan).ous char
acterization of this is attributed to Justice 
bnver Weridell Holmes, who stated: "The 
·right- of free speech does not permit a man 
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to stand up in a crowded theater and yell 
'Fire.'" 

This same great man once made a state· 
ment that I consider to be equally pro
found. The story is told that one windy 
spring morning when Justice Holmes was in 
his nineties, he was strolling on Capitol Hill 
with his renowned colleague, Justice Bran
deis. A young lady walked by and the wind 
whipped her skirt up about her trim legs. 
Holmes gazed at her with admiration and 
turning to Brandeis, he said, with a sigh, 
"Oh, would that I were 70 again.'' 

· Now, back to the subject--in broadcast
ing, specific prohibitions have been enacted 
into the criminal laws, so that a person is pro
hibited from using the radio for the broad
cast of obscenities, indecent or profane lan
guage, lotteries, or false or fradulent schemes. 
Outside these prohibitions, section 326 of 
the act means that there may be no advance 
proscription by the Government of programs 
or otherwise legal program types. 

One further matter in considering the sub
ject of censorship is that you must recognize 
that there is a diversification of responsibil
ity in matters of censorship of broadcast 
material. The Federal Trade Commission, 
for example, is the agency which is charged 
with the regulation of commercial copy used 
in broa,dcasts. Likewise, the Treasury De
partment has jurisdiction with respect to 
commercial advertising involving represen
tations concerning· cert·ain alcoholic prod
ucts. The Justice Department, of course, 
has jurisdiction in carrying out the provi
sions of the Criminal Code with respect to 
broadcasts involving obscenity, fraud, lotter
ies, etc. So, you see that the question of 
censorship over broadcast material is not 
wholly the concern of the FCC, nor can it be 
laid solely at its door. 

Granted that the Commission has author
ity to conce~n itself with program service 
and program practices in the public interest, 
the question remains, "Should the Commis
sion inquire into these matters, and to what 
extent should such inquiry be made?" 

Bear in mind that a heavy responsibility 
rests upon the Commission for i't! must make 
an affirmative finding that a grant of a new 
or a renewal application will serve the public 
interest, convenience, and necessity. How 
can this best be done? 

The most revealing technique for discharg
ing this function would be for the Commis
sion and its staff to sit down with each re
newal applicant and his staff. But, this is 
obviously an impossible assignment. And so; 
because of the shortness of life, we must 
compromise by setting up a procedure that 
requir_es each applicant to summarize and 
analyze his · programing for a typical week 
along lines or by categories designed to reveal 
significant features of the station's overall 
efforts in the public interest. 

We know that the criteria we are pres
ently using for review of renewal applica
tions are somewhat outdated. For exam
ple, the new role of radio in the entire 
broadcast picture has, in my opinion, not 
yet been properly reflected in the require
ments of our application forms. The Com
mission is presently engaged with various 
elements of the industry in attempting to 
arrive at more effective and efficient renewal 
application forms which will not burden the 
broadcasters, and yet will give the Commis
sion the information it needs in order to 
carry out its statutory functions. But, in 
the light of our responsibilities, we cannot 
abandon what we now have until we have 
something better to take its place. 

I will have more on this point later. 
I think you are entitled at this point to 

my personal views as to the proper area of 
programing supervision which should be en
gaged in by the Commission. However, I 
caution you that I am merely one of seven 
Commissioners, and the views which I give 
you are not necessarily those of my sponsor. 

First and foremost, I can state categorically 
that I am a firm believer in self-restraint by 
the industry and self-regulation in pro
graming practices. I have already pointed 
out that I agree wholeheartedly with the 
philosophy of Congress in specifically pro
tecting the right of free speech by means of 
radio communication in section 326. But I 
would perhaps go a little further; and I 
would stand for the proposition that not 
only should there be no censorship of the 
broadcaster by the Government, but I would 
also say there should be no censorship by 
any other group. In this respect, I have 
reference to the various pressure groups 
which, as you all well know, have tried in 
the past and are trying today to impose a 
form of censorship, direct or indirect, upon 
the bro·adcaster. Through devious, indefin
able, and sometimes insidious means, these 
private groups and organizations-these 
self-appointed censors-attempt to impose 
their own views as to the suitability and 
acceptability of program material upon the 
broadcaster or his advertiser-sponsor who, 
sensitive as they must be to public rela
tions, are frequently at a loss to resist such 
pressure and complaints. However, I think 
it is the obvious responsibility of the li
censee to refuse to knuckle under to these 
illegal restraints on the operation of his 
station. 

As far as the other areas of program super
vision are concerned, I think I can sum up 
my position as follows: In the field of enter
tainment programs, I would say that the 
Commission should place no bars of any kind 
upon the broadcaster, with the caveat, of 
course, concerning obscenity, lotteries, and 
fraud. In this field, I think that public 
taste is the prime arbiter. As a former broad
caster, and even as a Commissioner now, I 
can tell you frankly that I personally don't 
care too much for some types of programs 
and program practices engaged in by a minor
ity of licensees. However, as in other mat
ters with respect to the running of a station, 
this is a question of licensee responsibility 
and licensee judgment in which the Commis
sion does not and, in my opinion, should not 
interfere. The broadcaster himself must 
take the risk of offending the public if he 
goes too far or becomes too extreme in his 
programing practices. For here the public is, 
in fact, the absolute censor. 

The American system of broadcasting has 
been symbolized by the hand of a listener 
turning a receiver dial. One must always be 
cognizant of the fact that it is the listener 
or viewer who is the end product-the key
stone in our system of broadcasting-toward 
which the entire machinery of governmental 
administration, technical developments, in
vestments of broadcasters and expenditures 
of advertisers is directed. The absolute right 
of the listener to censor any program which 
does not attract and hold his interest, by 
merely turning the dial to another station or 
by shutting off the receiver, is an integral 
part of our broadcasting system. It is in this 
light that American broadcasting has de
veloped to its present state, through the 
stimulation of competition among stations 
to attract and hold listeners to their respec
tive stations. 

There are, however, certain areas of pro
graming supervision in which I feel the Com
mission has an affirmative duty to see to it 
that the congressional mandates contained 
in the Communications Act are carried out. 
When Congress enacted the law which gov
erns broadcast services, it set forth · certain 
specific safeguards which were designed to 
assure the maintenance of free radio in the 
United States. In addition to specifically 
protecting the right of free speech in section 
326, to which I have already referred, Con
gress also believed that it was necessary that 
identification of the source of radio programs 
was vital to the listening public. 

Section 317 of the act requires that not 
only the sponsor of the program, but any
one furnishing material for a broadcast 
should be identified, so that the people might 
know who is the advocate. In other words, 
Congress imposed a specific prohibition in 
section 317 of the act against hidden iden
tification or hidden propaganda. This sec
tion of the act requires that all matter broad
cast by radio stations for which service, 
money, or any other valuable considera
tion is paid to, or accepted by the station 
from any person, must, at the time of such 
broadcast, be announced as paid for by such 
persons. The obvious intent of Congress in 
this section was that the public is entitled 
to know the true identity of the source of 
a particular program. It would have been 
idle gesture for them merely to have required 
a sponsor to name its product-that comes 
naturally-and, at times, repetitiously. This 
section is obviously aimed at the more sub
tle types of propaganda. It is based on the 
belief by Congress that if the true identity 
of the source of such propaganda is known, 
the public will be better able to evaluate it. 
In this field, the Commission has an affirma
tive duty, in my opinion, to see to it that li
censees carry out the provisions of the law 
to the letter. 

Another aspect of the Commission's func
tions, in assuring the maintenance of free 
radio, is its efforts to assure fairness to all 
sides in the use of this medium, such as its 
expression of policy in the Report on Edi
torializing by Broadcast Licensees, which was 
issued in 1949. Of course, one portion of 
this problem is specifically set forth in sec
tion 315 of the act, wherein Congress speci
fied that, with respect to political broad
casts, there was to be equal opportunity in 
the use of radio facilities. You broadcasters 
are no doubt familiar enough with those 
provisions, so that they do not require fur
ther explanation at this time. However, 
what I want to concentrate on at this mo
ment is that aspect of broadcasting affecting 
issues or ideas of a controversial nature, 
which are not necessarily included in the 
political broadcast section of the act. 

Let me tell you what I think should be 
the criterion of a broadcaster in this field. 
I can't think of a better way to start than 
to quote Thomas Jefferson who said, in de
fending freedom of the press, "But for God's 
sake, let us freely hear both sides." That 
philosophy applies even more so, in my opin
ion, to radio and television. 

The point of focus today in the struggle 
between the free world and the world of 
totalitarian dictatorship is the right of men 
to the fullest access to information. It is 
in assisting in this struggle for freedom to
day that it seems to me the broadcaster can 
best justify the grant of a license to him. 

Since radio and television provide such 
a valuable forum for the expression of re
sponsible views on public issues of a con
troversial nature, the broadcaster should 
create and develop with accountable in
dividuals, groups, and organizations pro
grams relating to controversial public issues 
of import to his fellow citizens. He should 
give fair representation to opposing sides of 
issues which materially affect the life or wel• 
fare of a substantial segment of the public. 

Further, I think that, as an important 
element in community life, the broadcaster 
should not be reluctant to take an editorial 
position on various public issues; but, of 
course, when he takes such a position, he 
should identify it as such, and should take 
affirmative steps to see to it that equal time 
is provided for all other sides of the ques
tion. In providing time for this purpose, 
lle should be guided by certain principles; 
for example, he should consider requests by 
individuals, groups, or organizations for time 
to discuss their views on controversial public 
issues on the basis of their individual merits 
and in the light of the contribution which 
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the use would make to the public and to a 
well-balanced program. structure. 

Moreover, programs devoted to the discus
sion of these public and controversial issues 
should be identified as such, and should not 
be presented in a manner which would mis
lead listeners or viewers to believe that the 
program is purely of an entertainment, news, 
or other character. 

Before I am accused of attempting regu
lation by the lifted eyebrow, or by nonoffi
cial Commission statements, or of plagiarism, 
let me make it clear that I llfted the sub
stance of this from th.e Code of the National 
Association of Radio & Television Broad
casters, to which I am sure all of you sub
scribe in principle. 

One other area in which I think the Com
mission should take affirmative action is on 
every occasion when there comes to its at
tention program practices of a licensee which 
indicate that news and public events are not 
being presented to the public in a fair and 
impartial manner. In other words, I think 
that "news slanting" by a broadcaster is an 
abuse of the license privilege which cannot 
and should not be condoned by the Commis
sion under any circumstances. 

We come now to the final feature of the 
question of program control, namely, future 
policies. I have already indicated that Con
gress has set down specific areas of program 
controls in the Communications Act, such as 
political broadcasts, censorship, and an
nouncement of sponsored programs. In 
light of the fact that there seems to be some 
misunderstanding in various quarters as to 
the nature and extent of this matter of pro
gram control, it would seem reasonable that 
these policy matters should be presented to 
Congress for its consideration in terms of the 
direction and scope that such matters should 
take in the future. In this respect, I think 
the broadcast industry can be of great help. 
It should familiarize the congressional com
mittees concerned at every available occa
sion with the particular problems involved 
in the operation of stations and in the ques
tions they wish to raise concerning Com
mission jurisdiction. 

I think the broadcasters can also be of 
great help to the Commission and to them
selves by aiding the Commission in the for
mulation of up-to-date and effective per
formance forms for use at renewal time. 

Further, I have already referred to the 
need for self-regulation in order to curb pro
gram abuses. I think the industry should 
take measures to curb abuses at their source, 
whether it be the advertising agencies, fly
by-night operators, or those who generally 
are more interested in the "fast buck" than 
in doing a real job for the public and the 
industry. I think the best hope for the 
broadcaster is to build up true circulation 
based upon the quality of his programs, and 
not artificial audience-steallng gimmicks. 

What I have said up to now is a direct 
quote from an address I delivered many 
times from Maine to California between 1954 
and 1956. 

Subsequently, the lid blew off with the 
quiz show disclosures (certainly a form of 
fraud) and the payola scandals (a violation 
of section 317). 

I only wish I had been more effective. 
Today, I think I perceive another clou d 

on the horizon. 
Following the Commission hearing in the 

program inquiry where we listened to sub
stantial citizens who coined the phrase 
"murder, mayhem, and mediocrity," the 
Commission issued its "Report and State
ment of Policy Re: Commission en bane 
Programing Inquiry" of July 29, 1960. 

I am sorely tempted with this substantial 
and significant segment of broadcasting for 
my captive audience to read to you the en· 
tire statement of 20 single-spaced pages. 

But I've been informed that the mind will 
absorb only what the seat wlll endure-so I 
wlll content myself with two excerpts, then 
give you some of my personal observations 
on each. 

From page 12, I quote: 
"The foundation of the American system 

of broadcasting was laid in the Radio Act of 
1927 when Congress placed the basic respon
sibility for all matter broadcast to the pub
lic at the grassroots level in the hands of 
the station licensee. That obligation was 
carried forward into the Communications 
Act of 1934 and remains unaltered and undi
vided. The licensee is, in effect, a trustee 
in the sense that his license to operate his 
station imposes upon him a nondelegable 
duty to serve the public interest in the com
munity he had chosen to represent as a 
broadcaster. 

"Great confidence and trust are placed in 
the citizens who have qualified as broad
casters. The primary duty and privilege to 
select the material to be broadcast to this 
audience and the operation of his component 
of this powerful medium of communication 
is left in his hands." 

Having been in radio in the thirties, I 
would like to tell you a little bit about how 
I view that era as of now. 

This was before television. But it was 
when soap opera had a strangle hold on 
afternoon radio. A minority of listeners 
were enthusiastic fans. Advertising agen
cies frantically sought to capture their split 
of this minority. The vast majority of peo
ple h ad no choice but to leave their sets 
quiet-and, that they did. That they did in 
droves. If a station with guts attempted to 
t ap a new audience by offering something 
different, the station got a rating clobbering, 
not only for that half hour but for all after
noon. Consequently, few tried. 

This never made sense to me in those days. 
But I had to accept it as a fact of life, or at 
least a fact of broadcast economics. 

This was frustrating experience. A good 
alert broadcaster didn't need a rating serv
ice to tell him that there was considerable 
public dissatisfaction with a complete diet 
of soap opera fare. Stations could only 
fidget and fuss and occasionally apologeti
cally complain to the networks, but America 
was caught in the soap dish and couldn't get 
out. 

Now, 20 years later with 20-20 hindsight, 
it's clear to me what happened. The sta
tion licensees lost control over their pro
graming, first to the networks, and the 
networks in turn lost control over program
ing to the agencies. 

Then what happened? People started 
t alking. Congressmen listened. Then Con
gress started talking and the FCC listened. 
Then, the FCC investigated. It adopted 
rules designed to free stations from network 
domination. Then the licensees and the net
works charged censorship in the courts. 
The courts said "it was no such thing" and 
affirmed the Commission. And, what hap
pened? Nothing. We still had soap operas 
across the board. 

In the course of time, however, the broad
cast structure changed. Where before there 
h ad bee:Q. only some 800 or 900 radio stations 
and practically all of which were network 
affiliates. And where revenues were pre· 
dominantly from national advertisers, now 
there were some 3,000 stations and revenues 
were predominantly from local advertisers. 
And, TV had come along and captured the 
national advertising money. So, it took a 
changed broadcast structure to dislodge the 
hold that soap opera had over network radio. 

So, finally about 3 or 4 years ago, I was 
touched to the heart by a network advertise
ment announcing their break with soap 
operas. The ad showed this sweet, pretty, 
old lady pointing an accusing finger and say· 

ing "Young man, wliat have you done with 
my soap operas?" 

To me, there are some disturbing parallels 
in television today with radio in the thirties. 
OUr spectrum can accommodate a very 
llmlted number of stations, even when UHF 
comes. The existing economic base is such 
that national advertising is the predominant 
support. Network affiliation is absolutely 
essential to TV stations in nearly every 
market. 

Are you gentlemen, you local licensees and 
program directors, going to let this poten
tially greatest of all media for mass com
munications, continue to drift into control 
of a few hands? The few, whose interest lies 
in capturing that loyal minority audience, 
comprised of the homemaker and maid, our 
soap buyers, and the kids who buy our 
cereals. The girls watch the soap operas and 
the kids watch the cereal serials. 

I am going to continue to refuse, at least 
for a while, to believe that the local licensees 
and program directors are helpless and can't 
do anything about this. After all, air time 
is your time, and air time is the heart of the 
entire broadcast service. Local licensees and 
you people in the local stations are those held 
legally responsible for what goes over sta
tions. Some way must be found for licensees 
to have an effective voice in determining 
what program fare is fed to them. 

I just can't believe that it is an economic 
necessity that you have to capitulate. For if 
stations are too weak individually to exer
cise their responsibility, they should figure 
out some way to do it together. Now, 
whether it would be desirable that licensees 
be afforded some relief from the antitrust 
laws in their combined dealings with the 
networks is a question the affiliates should 
explore. 

The further away programing determina
tion is from the local licensees, the further 
away from the public it is. I think what 
is done at the local licensee level, will deter
mine whether TV retains its freedom or 
whether control gravitates via network 
headquarters, out to Hollywood, back to 
Madison Avenue, down to Wall Street, and 
thence, ultimately, to Washington, D.C. 

The licensee is the one possessed of the 
ultimate power. In his hands has been 
placed the legal right to determine what he 
puts out over the air and when he does it. 
He must be jealous of this right. He must 
exercise this right for the responsibility is 
placed squarely on his shoulders. To the 
extent that he fails to exercise his right, to 
the extent that he delegates it or contracts 
it away, he is breaking faith with the public 
whose frequencies he is authorized to use. 
The further removed from him is this con
trol, the further away from the public is this 
control exercised. 

Let me repeat, air time is your time and 
air time is the heart of the en tire broad
cast service. Guard it jealously if you would 
retain controL 

Now, for my second quote from the Com
mission's report and policy statement, and 
this comes from page 16: 

"The program provided first by chains of 
stations and then by networks has always
been recognized by this Commission as of 
great value to the station licensee in pro
viding a well-rounded community service. 
The importance of network programs need 
not be reemphasized as they have constituted 
an integral part of the well-rounded pro
gram service provided by the broadcast busi
ness in most communities. 

"Our own observations and the testimony 
in this inquiry have persuaded us that there 
is no public interest basis for distinguishing 
between sustaining and commercially spon
sored programs in evaluating station per· 
formance. However, this does not relieve the 
station from responsibility for retaining the 
flexibility to accommodate public needs. 
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"Sponsorship of public affairs, and other 

similar programs may very well encourage 
broadcasters to greater efforts in these vital 
areaf!. This is borne out by statements made 
in this proceeding in which it was pointed 
out that under modern conditions sponsor
ship fosters rather than diminishes the avail
ability of important public affairs and cul
tural broadcast programing. There is some 
convincing evidence, for instance, that at 
the network level there is a direct relation 
between commercial sponsorship and clear
ance of public affairs and other cultural 
programs. Agency executives have testified 
that there is unused advertising support for 
public affairs type programing. The net
works and some stations have scheduled 
these types of programs during prime time." 

So, you see there is another side to the 
coin. What incentive is there for a network 
to spend time, effort, and money in a genuine 
public service effort to produce programs 
which raise the level of our understanding, 
stimulate our minds, make us uncomfortable 
with our shortcomings, make us more aware 
of the challenges facing us-what incentive 
is there if atfiliate after atfiliate fails to carry 
such programs? Do you know that there are 
many millions of homes deprived of these 
programs? I ask, is this in the best interest 
of their listeners? I ask, is this in the best 
interest of the licensee and his family. Does 
everyone in his area want escapism all at the 
same time? Is not a qualitative evaluation 
of audience more meaningful than a quan
titative rating many times? 

This can have commercial advantages if 
given a chance and is adequately developed. 
When enough people in these blacked-out 
areas find out that they are being deprived 
of these programs, I predict more, not less, 
criticism. This is the cloud I see on the 
horizon. 

When you stop to realize it, you will dis
cover that in no other field of endeavor can 
a man avail himself of such privileges and 
opportunities through the use of public prop
erty as in the broadcast service. I would say 
that the broadcaster who looks upon him
self as the steward of a public trust can be 
depended upon to operate his station in not 
only a satisfactory but an exemplary manner. 

Each of us in his own way has a job to do 
for our country and for our fellow citizens. 
The broadcaster has a sobering responsibil
ity and a rare opportunity for contribution 
to the advancement of our democratic way 
of life. In his own community, every broad
caster can, if he wishes, become a statesman, 
a leader of his community, a benefactor to 
the welfare of his neighbors, doing a job 
which cannot otherwise be duplicated. 

The very nature of the facility which the 
broadcaster has under his control, with its 
unique potentialities for molding public 
opinion and as an unparalleled forum of the 
community in all phases of its cultural, eco
nomic, and political life, all this enables the 
broadcaster, more so than others, to con
tribute to the enjoyment of living of each 
of his fellow neighbors and citizens. 

The American system of broadcasting, the 
proper use of radio and television stations, 
can be and should be one of the cornerstones 
of liberty in this country. 

MORRIS SHEPPARD OF TEXAS; 
REFORM SENATOR OF THE PRO
GRESSIVE ERA (1900-1917) 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

the May 1961 issue of the Journal of 
Southern History contains a fine study 
of voting on reform issues in the U.S. 
Senate from 1911 to 1916. The era of 
1910-17 was called the era of reform 
or the progressive era by most historians. 

The study to which I refer has been 
made by Howard Wilson Allen, instruc
tor of history, Akron University. His 
work shows the southern and western 
coalition that brought about the reform 
measures of that period. 

Generally the western Republicans and 
southern Democrats had a coalition that 
voted against the East, which was gen
erally Republican, and by that coalition 
the reforms were enacted. He has 
analyzed the reform votes as various his
torians have identified certain measures 
as reform measures. 

I shall ask that the list be printed in 
the RECORD, for I do not wish to take 
time to read it now. 

Based upon the peacetime writing of 
the different historians of the progres
sive era, 12 issues are noted as the main 
reform issues of the progressive period. 
They were as follows: 

Underwood tariff. 
Income tax-some historians cite the 

income tax amendment to the Federal 
Constitution, some cite the income tax 
amendment to the Underwood tariff, 
and some cite both. 

Federal Reserve Act. 
Federal Farm Loan Act. 
Federal Child Labor Act. 
Women's suffrage amendment. 
La Follette Seamen's Act. 
Clayton Antitrust Act. 
Federal Trade Commission Act. 
Confirmation of Louis Brandeis as 

Supreme Court Justice. 
Adamson Act, 8-hour day for railroad 

employees. 
Direct election of Senators amend

ment. 
On these 12 issues there were 19 re

corded final votes. The most recorded 
votes on any one of them that any Sen
ator had was 17, other than Senator 
Chamberlain of Oregon, who recorded 
18 votes. I rise to pay tribute to a pred
ecessor of mine in the post I now hold, 
the Honorable Morris Sheppard of 
Texas, who, while he is known to fame as 
a stanch prohibitionist, has had that 
reputation overshadow the fact that he 
was one of the senatorial leaders of the 
progressive era. Of those 17 recorded 
votes on those 12 major progressive 
measures of that era he voted for the 
reforms 17 times and against the re
forms not once. He has a 100-percent 
voting record. There were, among the 
Democratic Senators, 16 Senators with 
perfect voting records, or 100 percent, on 
those reform issues. There was only one 
Republican, Senator Poindexter, of 
Washington, with a perfect voting rec
ord for these major reform measures. 

Then, over a broader scope of all pro
gressive legislation, major and minor, 
covering a longer period of time, there 
was a total of more than 100 votes, and 
out of that total of more than 100 votes 
Senator Sheppard is listed as voting for 
reforms 77 times, and 34 times against, 
with a percentage of 69 percent. That 

. placed him sixth among all the Demo
cratic Senators in the high percentage 
of favorable reform votes cast. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point this 

record, with the breakdown, of votes, 
entitled "Geography and Politics: Vot
ing on Reform Issues in the United 
States Senate, 1911-1916." 

I commend the article to the attention 
of my colleagues in the Senate, and I 
pay tribute to a great Texan, the Hon
orable Morris Sheppard, who served 
here and who was one of the leaders on 
the Democratic side in the coalition for 
many of these progressive reforms, in
cluding the direct election of U.S. 
Senators. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
GEOGRAPHY AND POLITICS: VOTING ON RE· 

FORM ISSUES IN THE U.S. SENATE, 1911-16 
(By Howard W. Allen) 

Since 1940 historians have attempted to 
develop a better understanding of the "Pro
gressive Era" (1900-1917) by analyzing the 
characteristics of the progressive reformers
their social status, their occupations, their 
level of formal education, their economic 
standing, their ethnic and geographical 
backgrounds.1 Three of these historians
Richard Hofstadter, George E. Mowry, and 
Russel B. Nye-have focused considerable at
tention on the geographical backgrounds of 
the reformers. 

Nye in "Midwestern Progressive Politics" 
( 1951) emphasized the midwestern and sec
tional character of progressive reform. The 
Middle Western progressive reformers were 
pictured in his book as the dominant and 
most significant group of supporters of re
form in the "Progressive Era," and, con
versely, easterners were pictured as domi
nant in antireform groups. Writing about 
the factual quarrels in the Republican Party 
during the Taft administration, he de
clared: 

"The struggle was, in essence, a contest 
for control of the Republican Party, to de
cide whether it would become a progressive 
party, dominated by the Midwest, or a con
servative party, dominated by the East." 

A similar East-Midwest split, Nye main
tained, existed in the Democratic Party.2 

Hofstadter in "The Age of Reform" (1956) 
suggested, in contrast to Nye, that the re
form movement .was nationwide. He pointed 
out that the reformers lived in a score of 
cities and hundreds of towns, particularly 
in the East but also in the Nation at large. 
Regarding the manner in which Theodore 
Roosevelt modified the appeal of William 
Jennings Bryan, Hofstadter wrote, "In this 
way progressivism became nationwide and 
bipartisan, encompassing Democrats and 
Republicans, county and city, East, West, 
and South." a 

1 A. D. Chandler, Jr., "The Origins of Pro
gressive Leadership" in Theodore Roosevelt, 
"Letters," Elting Morison, ed. (8 vols., Cam
bridge, Mass., 1954), VIII, 1462-1465; Eric 
F. Goldman, "Rendezvous With Destiny: A 
History of Modern American Reform" (New 
York, 1952), 74; Kenneth W. Hechler, "In
surgency: Personalities and Politics of the 
Taft Era" (New York, 1940), 16; Richard 
Hofstadter, "The Age of Reform" (New York, 
1956), 131-172; Arthur S. Link, "Woodrow 
Wilson and the Progressive Era" (New York, 
1954), 1-2; George Mowry, "The California 
Progressives" (Berkeley, Calif., 1951), 86-88; 
George Mowry, "The Era of Theodore Roose
velt," (New York, 1958), 59-105; and Russel 
B. Nye, "Midwestern Progressive Politics" 
(East Lansing, Mich., 1951), 1-27. 

"Nye, "Midwestern Progressive Politics," 
272-289. 

a Hofstadter, "Age of Report," 131-187. 
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Mowry in "The Era of Theodore Roose

velt" (1958) also described the reform move
ment as nationwide, devoting a large por
tion of one chapter to evidence showing the 
national character of the city and State 
reform movement. But Mowry also seemed 
to suggest that progressive reform was 
stronger in the West than it was elsewhere 
in the Nation, for he emphasized that the 
States west of the Alleghenies led in the 
adoption of progressive reforms.• Thus, 
Mowry agreed with Hofstadter that progres
sive reform was nationwide but accepted 
Nye's argument in part by suggesting that 
the reform movement had a western flavor. 

In order to provide further evidence con
cerning the geographic backgrounds of the 
progessive reformers and of their opponents, 
this note analyzes the votes in the U.S. Sen
ate from 1911 through 1916 and compares 
the geographical backgrounds of Senators 
who voted in favor of reform with the geo
graphical backgrounds of Senators who voted 
against reform. Obviously a study of the 
voting In the Senate for 6 years is not the 
same as a study of the entire progressive 
reform movement. Voting in the Senate, 
however, is one facet of history which is 
significant, which can be readily examined, 
and which might contribute more precise 
knowledge concerning the geographical 
origins of the progressive reformers. 

Two standards have been employed to de
termine what bills and resolutions consti
tuted the progressive "reform votes" in the 
Senate during the years from 1911 through 
1916. One standard was derived from the 
judgments expressed by some historians of 
the period. Seven works on the progres
sive era by well-known historians-B. P. 
DeWitt, H. U. Faulkner, Henry Pringle, 
George E. Mowry, R. B. Nye, Eric F. Goldman, 
and Arthur S. Link-have been examined.5 

These seven historians cited the measures 
and actions listed below as reform issues. 
The number in parentheses after each meas
ure indicates the number of historians who 
mentioned the reform measure in question: 

Underwood tari1f (7). 
Income tax (some historians cite the in

come tax amendment to the Federal Con
stitution, some cite the income tax amend
ment to the Underwood tariff, and some cite 
both) (6). 

Federal Reserve Act ( 7) . 
Federal Farm Loan Act ( 4) . 
Federal Child Labor Act ( 4-). 
Women's suffrage amendment (4). 
La Follette Seamen's Act (6). 
Clayton Antitrust Act (7). 
Federal Trade Commission Act ( 5) . 
Confirmation of Louis Brandeis as Su-

preme Court Justice (4). 
Adamson (8-hour day for railroad em

ployees) Act (4). 
Direct election of Senators amendment 

(4). 
On these 12 issues there exist 19 recorded 

final votes.8 Table 1A that follows is a list 

• Mowry, "Era of Theodore Roosevelt," 
59-84. 

5 B. P. DeWitt, "The Progressive Move
ment" (New York, 1915); H. U. Faulkner, 
"The Struggle for Social Justice" (New York, 
1931); Henry Pringle, "The Life and Times 
of William Howard Taft" two vols., New York, 
1939); George Mowry, "Theodore Roosevelt 
and the Pl:ogressive Movement" (Madison, 
Wis., 1947) ; Nye, "Midwestern Progressive 
Politics"; Goldman, "Rendezvous With Des
tiny"; and Arthur s. Link, "Woodrow Wilson 
and the Progressive Era." Mowry, "Era of 
Theodore Roosevelt," is not included as it 
does not treat the years 1911-16. 

8 There was no rollcall vote when the La· 
Follette Seamen's Act first passed the Sen
ate. See CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, XLIX, 
4588. There was, however, a. vote on the 

of Republican Senators who voted 50 percent 
or more in favor of the 19 "reform votes," 
with the names on the list ranked accord• 
lng to the percentage of proreform votes. 
Table 1B enumerates the Republican Sena
tors who opposed the "reform votes." In 
tables 2A and 2B the Democratic Senators 
are ranked in the same fashion as the Re
publican Senators in tables lA and lB. As 
all Democrats supported over 50 percent of 
the "reform votes," they have been arbi
trarily divided at 90 percent. 

TABLE 1-A.-Vote of Republican Senators 
who supported the "reform votes" 

[This list includes only Senators who voted more than 
5 times] 

; 

N ame 

-------------1----
1. Poindexter, Washin~on ________ _ 17 0 17 100 
2. Crawford, South Da ota _________ 6 1 7 86 
3. La Follette, Wisconsin.. __________ 10 2 12 83 
4. Kenyon, Iowa __________________ __ 11 4 15 73 5. Norris, Nebraska _________________ 12 5 17 71 6. Curtis, Kansas __ _________________ 4 2 6 67 
7. Perkins, California _________ ______ 10 5 15 67 
8. Clapp, Minnesota ____ ------------ 11 6 17 65 
9. Cummins, Iowa __________________ 6 4 10 60 

10. Fall, New Mexico ________________ 6 4 10 60 
11. Brady, Idaho _________________ ___ 7 5 12 58 
12. Jones, Washington _____________ __ 8 6 14 57 13. Works, California ________________ 5 4 9 56 
14. Sterlin~ South Dakota ___________ 6 5 11 55 
15. Clark, yoming ________________ 4 4 8 50 
16. Stephenson, Wisconsin ___________ 3 3 6 50 

TABLE l-B.-Vote of .Republican Senators who 
opposed the "reform votes" 

[This list includes only Senators who voted more than 
5 times] 

2 
il 

p. 
§ :g 

N ame sa ~a !a 
.C'"' .c ... s:::l ... sa ~a 3 ~~ of f ... a> 

0 a> ... z z 8 P-4 
- -

1. Brandegee, Connecticut_ _________ 0 10 10 100 
2. Dillingham, Vermont_ ___________ 0 10 10 100 
3. DuPont, Delaware _______________ 0 8 8 100 
4. Lodgev Massachusetts ____________ 0 7 7 100 5. Page, ermont _____ ______________ 0 11 11 100 
6. Penrose, Pennsylvania ___________ 0 10 10 100 
7. Oliver, Pennsylvania _____________ 0 16 16 100 

g: ~~~!tN~~o4~r~~~~:::::::::::: 1 7 8 88 
1 7 8 88 

10. Smith, Michigan _________________ 1 7 8 88 
11. Smoot, Utah ___ __________________ 2 14 16 88 
12. Gallinger, New Hampshire _______ 2 13 15 87 
13. Colt, Rhode Island _______________ 1 5 6 83 
14. Sherman, lllinois _________________ 1 5 6 83 
15. McCumber, North Dakota ______ 2 10 12 83 
16. McLean, Connecticut ____________ 2 10 12 83 
17. Burton, Ohio __ ------------------ 3 11 14 79 

~g: ::r~~i:?g~:=============== 3 8 11 73 
4 9 13 69 

~~: W!~~~ M:~~~U8ett5::::======= 3 6 9 67 
3 5 8 63 

22. Townsend, Michigan_----------- 4 6 10 60 
23. Sutherland, Utah ________________ 3 4 7 57 
24. Gronna, North Dakota __ -------- 5 6 11 55 
25. Nelson, Minnesota _______________ 8 9 17 53 

bill after it was reported from the House
Senate conference committee. This vote is 
included in table 1. The tax amendment to 
the Constitution was passed in the Senate 
before 1911; the first income tax became law 
as an amendment to the Underwood tariff, 
but there was not a rollcall vote on the tax 
amendments to that tari1f bill which can be 
considered to have expressed senatorial opin
ion on the entire tax amendment. The "re
form votes" passed by Senate rollcall may be 
found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, XLVII, 
1924-25; L, 4617, 5347; LI, 1230, 1488, &108, 
14610, 16170(a), 16170(b), 14796, 14797(a), 
14797 (b), 14802; LII, 4817; LUI, 7412, 12313, 
9032, 13655. 

TABLE 2-A.-Vote of Democratic Senators who 
supported the "reform votes" 

[ThiS ll.st includes only Senators who voted more than 
5 times] 

il 
e ~ e p. 

Name ~a 2~ ~a 
.C'-< s:::l'-< a a ~~ 3 ~a of ;...a> 

0 a>'-< z z 8 P-4 
- -

·1. Chamberlain, Oregon ____________ 18 0 18 100 2. Chilton, West Virginia ___ ___ _____ 17 0 17 100 
3. Hitchcock, Nebraska _____________ 10 0 10 100 
4. Hollis, New Hampshire __________ 11 0 11 100 
5. Hughes, New Jersey _____________ 15 0 15 100 6. Kern, Indiana ___ __________ _______ 12 0 12 100 7. Lea, Tennessee ___________________ 12 0 12. 100 8. Lewis, Illinois ___________________ 13 0 13 100 
9. Owen, Oklahoma __ -------------- 12 0 12 100 

10. Pittman, Nevada_--------------- 14 0 14 100 11. Robinson, Arkansas ___ _____ ______ 10 0 10 100 12. Shafroth, Colorado _______________ 15 0 15 100 
13. Sheppard, Texas----------------- 17 0 17 100 14. Smith, Arizona __________________ 10 0 10 100 
15. Thompson, Kansas ______________ 17 0 17 100 
16. Walsh, Montana _________________ 12 0 12 100 17. Pomerene'vOhio _______ ___________ 16 1 17 9i 
18. Swanson, irginia __ ------------- 17 1 18 94 19. Newlands, Nevada _______________ 13 1 14 93 
20. O'Gorman, New York ______ __ ___ 13 1 14 93 
21. Johnson, Maine __________________ 11 1 12 92 22. Lee, Maryland ___________________ 12 1 13 92 23. Martin, Virginia ______________ ___ 12 1 13 92 
24. Shields, Tennessee ____________ :. __ 11 1 12 92 

TABLE 2-B.-Vote of Democratic Senators 
who supported less than 90 percent of the 
"reform votes" 

[This liSt includes only Senators who voted more than 
5 times] 

~ 
e § 6 
p. 

5a Name sa 2~ ,c ... s:::l'-< sa sa ce 8.8 
of :::lf ~ 

s...C> 
Q'-< z z P-4 

I. James, Kentucky ________________ 8 1 9 89 2. AshurstkJ.Arizona _______________ __ 15 2 17 88 
3. Gore, 0 ahoma __ --------------- 7 1 8 88 4. Myers, Montana _________________ 14 2 16 88 
5. Lane, Oregon_------------------- 13 2 15 87 6. Ransdell, Louisiana ______________ 13 2 15 87 
7. Vardaman, Mississippi__ _________ 13 2 15 87 
8. Smith, Maryland_ --------------- 11 2 13 85 
9. Smith, South Carolina ___________ 11 2 13 85 10. Bryan, Florida _____ ______________ 13 3 16 81 

11. Martine, New Jersey _____________ 13 3 16 81 
12. Reed, Missouri_ __ ________________ 13 3 16 81 
13. Fletcher, Florida _________________ 14 4 18 78 
14. Shively, Indiana _________________ 7 2 9 78 
15. Simmons, North Carolina ________ 14 4 18 78 

~~: ~~~h~a~L~kama:::::======== 8 3 11 77 
12 4 16 75 18. Smith, Georgia ___________________ 9 3 12 75 

19. Thornton, Louisiana __________ ___ 9 3 12 75 
20. Culberson, 'l'exas_ -- ------------ - 8 3 11 73 
21. Overman, North Carolina _____ _ _ 11 4 15 73 22. Bacon, Georgia ________ ________ ___ 5 2 7 71 
23. Williams, Mississippi_ - ---------- 11 5 16 69 
24. Tillman, South Carolina _________ 4 2 6 67 

Tables 1 and 2 show that the voting was 
sectional, for Republican Senators from 
west of the Mississippi River tended to sup
port the "reform votes" and Republican 
Senators from east of the Mississippi River 
tended to oppose the same measures. In 
the Democratic party the East-West division 
is not so apparent as it is in the Republican, 
although, among Democratic Senators who 
supported less than 90 percent of the "re
form votes," westerner,s are in the minority. 
In addition, in the Democratic party most 
southern Senators are found in the group 
which supported less than 90 percent of the 
"reform votes . ., Thus, western Senators in 
both the Republican and Democratic parties 
tended to provide the most consistent sup
port for · the "reform votes" while eastern 
and southern Senators provided the . most 
consistent opposition. 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 12341 
The above standard of estimating what 

bills were reform bills and what individuals 
were proreform is based on the Judgments 
expressed by the seven enumerated histori
ans. That standard has the disadvantage of 
being based upon a small sample. As there 
were approximately 1,260 rollcall votes taken 
in the Senate between 1911 and 1916,7 this 
list of 19 votes constitutes a sample of less 
than 2 percent. This weakness becomes ap
parent when tables 1 and 2 are analyzed. 
Borah, of Idaho, and Brisoow, of Kansas, are 
on the list of opponents of reform in table 1, 
although four or more of the historians listed 
on page 3 considered them to be leading pro
gressive reformers. In table 2, every Demo
cratic Senator appears as a supporter of re
form legislation. As the possibility that 
every Democratic Senator was a progressive 
reformer seems unlikely, one might conclude 
that most of the bills voted on were Demo
cratic measures and that consideration of 
final votes alone is not adequate indication 
of reform sentiment among Democratic Sen
ators. 

Consequently, in order to enlarge th,e num
ber of votes to be used to determine who were 
the Senators who supported reform measures, 
the author of this note has attempted to 
examine every rollcall taken in the Senate 
between 1911 and 1917 8 on bills, resolutions, 
and amendments which seemed to him to 
have presented to the Senate a clear-cut 
choice between supporting or opposing pro
gressive reform. From the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, 355 votes were selected on the basis 
of the brief descriptions in the index. This 
means that 355 votes were examined; 900 
were not studied. 

Some of the 355 votes seemed upon closer 
examination not to Involve clear-cut issues, 
because proreform and antireform measures 
were intermingled in the same amendment. 
For example, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
LIV, 4518, Senator Lodge proposed an amend
ment to an income tax measure which pro
vided that the highest tariff duties should be 
applied to goods not produced in conformity 
with the child labor law of 1916. Tills mo
tion thus coupled a proposal for higher tariffs 
(an antireform measure in the judgment of 
the writer} with a proposal to penalize the 
use of child labor (a proreform measure). 
This vote and others like it were not counted. 
In addition, many votes upon what appeared 
to be reform issues resulted in a "partisan 
vote." A "partisan vote" has been arbitrarily 
defined as a vote where fewer than three 
Republicans or Democrats crossed party lines 
to vote with the opposition. All "partisan 
votes" were excluded. 

By this process 355 votes were examined, 
221 were rejected, and 134 were accepted as 
"reform votes." 9 A topical breakdown of 
the "reform votes" follows. 

7 Ibid., XLVIII-LIV. 
s Ibid., XLVIII-LI. 
9 Ibid., XLVII, 1924(a), 1925, 1966, 1645, 

1682; XLVIII, 1631, 1638(a), 1638(b), 1641-42, 
7969, 5959(a), 5959(b), 6941, 7455; 2502; 
5393, 8987, 1057, 5110; XLIX, 4585(a), 4585 
(b), 4586(a), 4586(b), 4587-88, 2274; L, 4617, 
5347, 4561, 4604, 8773, 3818, 3830, 3836, 3866, 
4611-13, 4468, 1292(b); LI, 15683, 15687, 
16407, 14796, 14797(a), 14797(b), 14802, 
12993, 13109. 13150, 9507, 3885, 14088, 14272-
74, 14319, 14321(a), 1432l(b), 14420, 14459, 
14473, 14476, 14526(a), 14526(b), 14527-28, 
14530, 14532, 14534, 14546, 14596, 14606-14607, 
14610(b), 16170(a), 16170(b), 1567, 2727, 
2729-30, 5108, 5163, 8652. 2174, 2237, 2250, 
4592, 1230, 1488, 13319, 11805; LII, 4817; LIII, 
9032, 12311, 12313, 10062, 13654-55, 13293, 
13859, 13870, 7378, 7412, 12313, 2572, 2632, 
3431, 3176, 3350, 3371, 3521, 8531, 3602. 3670, 
3604, 3685, 3739, 3746, 3754-55, 3758; LIV, 
4513(a), 4513(b), 4514(a), 4516(a), 4516(b) 
4518(a), 4522(b), 1546, 1597, 1755; LV, 2706. 

Votes 
Trust regulation---------------------- 43 
Political reforms---------------------- 11 
Child labor reforms------------------- 9 
Labor reforms------------------------- 18 
Tariff reforms------------------------ 3 
Tax reforms-------------------------- 19 
Conservation__________________________ 18 
Agricultural reforms------------------ 5 
Miscellaneous_________________________ 8 

Total---------------- ·----------- 134 
Tables 3 and 4 present the results of the 

tabulations of the "reform votes." Table 
3A includes those Republican Senators who, 
over 50 percent of the times they voted, 
supported the 134 "reform votes" selected 
by the writer. Table 3B Includes those Re
publican Senators who, over 50 percent of 
the times they voted, opposed the 134 "re
form votes." Table 4 presents the Demo
cratic Senators arranged in the same fashion. 

TABLE 3-A.-Vote of Republican Senators who 
voted tor the "reform votes" 

['l' llls list includes only Senators who voted 35 times or 
more] 

:0 
8 ~ p. 

Name ~El ~El 
.0 ... ,01-< s.s s.s 
::s.f ::s.f z z 

1. Poindexter, Washington ____ ___ ___ 114 0 
2. Norris, Nebraska_________________ 94 6 
3. La Follette, Wisconsin___________ 70 5 
4. Kenyon.: Iowa ___________________ 95 17 
5. Brady, Idaho ____________________ 61 12 
6. Bristow, Kansas _________________ 56 12 
7. Cummins, Iowa __________________ 90 23 

g: ~~~~E: i'J~~~~~~~~============== ~~ ~ 
10. Gronna, North Dakota___________ 53 16 
11. Crawford, South Dakota_________ 30 9 
12. Jones, Washington_______________ 92 31 
13. Sterling, South Dakota___________ 48 20 
14. Works, California ________________ 47 26 
15. Curtis, Kansas___________________ 30 17 
16. Perkins, California_______________ 54 36 
17. Fall, New Mexico________________ 37 Zl 
18. Townsend, Michigan ____________ 37 29 

_19. Sherman, Illinois_________________ 21 19 
20. Nelson, Minnesota_______________ 52 49 

3 
0 

E-t 

114 
100 
75 

112 
73 
68 

113 
102 
99 
69 
39 

123 
68 
73 
47 
90 
64 
66 
40 

101 

0 
6. 
~s 
l'lr-. 
~.s 
1-<Q;) 
Q;) .. 

Pi 

100 
94 
93 
85 
84 
82 
80 
79 
78 
77 
77 
75 
71 
64 
64 
60 
58 
56 
53 
51 

TABLE 3-B.-Republican Senators who op
posed the "reform votes" 

[This list includes only Senators who voted 35 times 
or more] 

0 ~ 
~ 6. ~ 

No.me tEl tEl !@ .or-. ,o .... 
~.s ~~ ~~ 3 1-<Q;) 

0 Q;) .. z z ~ Pi 

1. Lippit, Rhode Island _______ _____ 6 44 50 88 
2. Gallinger, New Hampshire _______ 14 99 113 88 3. Oliver, Pennsylvania ____________ 13 80 93 86 
4. DuPont, Delaware _______________ 8 46 54 85 
5. Root, New York _________________ 9 41 50 82 
6. Brandegee, Connecticut __________ 15 67 82 82 
7. Dillingham, Vermont ____________ 16 62 78 79 
8. Lodge, Massachusetts ____________ 15 58 73 79 
9. Weeks, Massachusetts ___________ 14 53 67 79 10. Colt, Rhode Island _______________ 11 38 49 78 11. Smoot, Utah _____________________ 29 90 119 76 12. Warren, Wyoming _______________ 12 36 48 75 

13. Penrose, Pennsylvania ___________ 10 30 40 75 14. Bradley, Kentucky _________ _____ 9 26 35 74 
15. Burton, Ohio_------------------- 16 45 61 74 
16. Smith, Michigan_ ---------- ----- 21 45 66 68 
17. Clark, Wyomina'ji---------------- 24 51 75 68 
18. Sutherland, Ut ---------------- 21 44 65 68 
19. Page, Vermont ___________________ 34 54 88 61 
20. Stephenson, Wisconsin ___________ 17 26 43 60 
21. McLean, Connecticut_ ___________ 33 47 80 59 
22. McCumber, North Dakota _____ _ 39 50 89 56 

A description of each of the above votes and 
how each was evaluated may be found in 
Howard W. Allen, "Miles Poindexter: A Po
litical Biography" (unpublished Ph. D. thesis, 
University of Washington, 1959), app. IV. 

T.AJJLE 4-A.-Democratic Senators who sup
ported the "reform votes" 

[This list includes only Senators who voted 35 times 
or more] 

0 ~ 8 6. 
Tame ~El lHl ~El ,o ... .0'"' ~ .... s.s s.s 3 ~~ ::s.f ::s.f: 0 z z ~ Pi 

- -
1. "Hustings, Wisconsin _____________ 34 4 38 89 2. Lane, Oregon ____________________ 85 12 97 88 
3. Martine, New Jersey _____________ 92 24 116 79 
4. Ashurst, Arizona ___ -------------- 78 30 108 72 
5. Chamberlain, Oregon •• ---------- 76 31 107 71 6. Sheppard, Texas _________________ 77 34 111 69 
7. Lee, Maryland ___________________ 46 22 68 68 8. Reed, Missouri_ _________________ 61 31 92 66 
9. Hollis, New Hampshire __________ 44 24 68 65 10. James, Kentucky ________________ 51 28 79 65 11. Owen, Oklahoma ________________ 29 16 45 64 

12. 1'hompson, Kansas ______________ 63 36 99 64 13. Lewis, Illinois ____________________ 34 21 55 62 
14. Hitchcock, Nebraska _____________ 56 36 92 61 15. Gore, Oklahoma _________________ 31 20 51 61 
16. Vardaman, Mississippi__ _________ 48 32 80 60 
17. N ewlandsi-r evada _______________ 44 32 76 58 
18. Pittman, evada ________________ 45 33 78 58 19. Myersi:nMontana _________________ 63 49 112 56 20. Kern'r diana ____________________ 49 42 91 54 21. Lea, ennessee ___________________ 39 36 75 52 

TABLE 4-B.-Democratic Senators who op
posed the "reform votes" 

[This list includes only Senators who voted 35 times or 
morej 

g ~ 
~ 

p. ~ 
l'l 

J. Tame ~El ~~ !a 
.or-. I'll-< 

~~ ~~ 3 ~~ z .. z'"' 0 
~ p.. 

1. Bankhead, Alabama ________ _____ 19 65 84 77 
2. Smith, Maryland ________________ 16 53 69 77 
3. Fletcher, Florida _________________ 24 72 96 75 
4. Thornton, Louisiana _____________ 17 48 65 74 
5. Smith, Georgia ___________________ 25 70 95 74 
6. Overman, North Carolina _______ 30 83 113 73 
7. Simmons, North Carolina ________ 33 84 117 72 
8. Martin, Virginia_---------------- 28 70 98 71 
9. Ransdell, Louisiana ______________ 29 63 92 68 

10. Culberson, Texas._-------------- 19 40 59 68 
11. Tillman:F South Carolina _________ 21 44 65 68 
12. Bryan, lorida ___________________ 32 66 98 67 
13. Williams, Mississippi. ___________ 38 72 110 65 
14. O'Gorman, New York ___________ 25 44 69 64 
15. Saulsbury, Delaware ____________ 15 26 41 63 16. Swanson, Virginia ________________ 38 64 102 63 
17. Chilton, West Virginia _________ 39 55 94 59 
18. Shields, Tennessee_-------------- 34 48 82 59 19. Clarke, Arkansas _________________ 20 28 48 58 
20. Sbafrotb, ColoradO--------------- 42 58 100 58 
21. Johnson, Maine __________________ 34 45 79 57 
22. Stone, Missouri __________________ 31 39 70 56 
23. Robinsonfn Arkansas ____ ---------- 25 31 56 55 
24. Shively, diana _________________ 28 34. 62 55 
25. Smith. South Carolina ___________ 26 31 57 54 
26. Thomas, Colorado __ ------------- 18 21 39 54 Zl. Hughes, New Jersey _____________ 40 44 84 52 28. Smith, Ariwna ___________________ 32 35 67 52 29. Walsh, Montana __________ ______ _ 39 43 82 52 30. Pomerene, Ohio _____ ____ ____ _____ 59 60 119 51 

By comparing tables 1 and 2 (the results 
of the first standard) with tables 3 and 4, 
one can see that the comparable lists are 
quite similar .1o Tables 3 and 4 reveal a sec
tional split in both the Republican and Dem
ocratic parties comparable to the sectional 

10 A few new names have appeared in tables 
3 and 4, and some of the names on tables 1 
and 2 are not in tables 3 and 4. In contrast 
to table 1, Borah, of Idaho, and Bristow, of 
Kansas, are on the list of Republican Sen
ators in table 3 who supported the "reform 
votes." Their inclusion would seem to sub
stantiate the judgment of the seven enum
erated historians. Senators Sherman, of 
niinols; Townsend, of Michigan; Gronna, of 
North Dakota; and Nelson, of Minnesota, who 
were In the ltst of opponents of the ''reform 
votes" in table 1, also are included in table 
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divisions apparent in tables 1 and 2. This is 
revealed in the following analysis: 11 

Republican supporters of the "reform 
votes": East, 3; west, 17; total, 20. 

Republican opponents of the "reform 
votes": East, 17; west, 5; total, 22. 

Democratic supporters of the "reform 
votes": East, 9; west, 12; total, 21. North, 
18; south, 3; total, 21. 

Democratic opponents of the "reform 
votes": East, 20; west, 10; total, 30. North, 
13; south, 17; total, 30. 

As tables 3 and 4 show, the most consistent 
support for the "reform votes" came from 
Senators representing Pacific coast and 
Great Plains States. Senators opposing the 
"reform votes" were largely from New Eng
land, the Middle Atlantic States, the South, 
and from a group of three States in the 
Rocky Mountain area: Colorado, Utah, and 
Wyoming. Both Senators from 13 States 
supported the "reform votes"; all13 of these 
States were in. the Midwest or on the Pacific 
coast, and only 2, Illinois and Wisconsin, 
were located east of the Mississippi.12 Not 
a single State east of Illinois and not a 
single Southern State was represented by 
two Senators who supported the "reform 
votes." In contrast, only 2 States west of 
Illinois were represented by 2 Senators who 
opposed the "reform votes"; 13 of the 17 
States represented by 2 opponents of reform, 
14 were located in the South and East.14 

Every State west of the Mississippi River 
except Arkansas, Colorado, Louisiana, Utah, 
and Wyoming, was represented by one Sena
tor supporting the "reform votes," and 16 
States east of the Mississippi were not repre
sented by a single Senator who supported the 
"reform votes." To express it another way, of 
the 21 States which did not elect a single 
Senator who supported the "reform votes," 
only 5 were west of the Mississippi River and 
2 of these, Arkansas and Louisiana, are 
Southern States. However these Senate votes 
are analyzed, there seems to be a distinct 
sectional pattern to the groupings. 

Thus, the votes cast in the Senate from 
1911 through 1916 would seem to constitute 
evidence in support of the descriptions of 
progressive reformers made by Nye and 
Mowry. As Mowry has suggested, there were 

3 in the list of Senators who supported the 
"reform votes." Senators Clark, of Wyo
ming, and Stephenson, of Wisconsin, were in 
the list of Senators who supported the "re
form votes" in table 1; in table 3 they are 
listed with the Senators who opposed the 
"reform votes." There are no other major 
differences in the two tables of Republican 
Senators. Table 4, on the contrary, is quite 
unlike table 2; for in table 4, the Democratic 
Senators divide themselves into two distinct 
groups. 

11 The Mississippi River has been selected 
as the dividing line between East and West. 
Only States which seceded in 1860- 61 are 
counted as Southern States. 

1~ California, Idaho, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, 
Minnesota, Nebraska, Nevada, Oklahoma, 
Oregon, South Dakota, Washington, and 
Wisconsin. Wisconsin is an exception in 
that three Senators from that State are in
cluded in tables 3 and 4. Republican La
Follette and Democrat Hustings supported 
the "reform votes," while Republican 
Stephenson opposed them. 

13 Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming. 
H Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Flor

ida, Louisiana, Massachusetts, New York, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, Vermont, and Vir
ginia. Alabama, Georgia, Maine, and West 
Virginia might also be added to this list. 
Only one Senator from each voted frequently 
enough to be included in this study, and 
each of these four Senators voted against 
the "reform votes." 

eastern reformers in the Senate. Martine, of 
· New Jersey, Hollls, of New Hampshire, and 
Lee, of Maryland, ranked higher in support 
of the "reform votes" than some midwestern 
or Pacific coast Senators. In addition, 
Pomerene, of Ohio, and Hughes, of New 
Jersey, supported the "reform votes" about 
half of the times they voted. Vardaman, of 
Mississippi, Sheppard, of Texas, and Lea, of 
Tennessee, show that reformers were not ab
sent from the South. But as both Mowry 
and Nye indicated, the reform measures drew 
less support from the East than from the 
trans-Mississippi West. Although this study 
of voting suggests that the progressive move
ment was not entirely a sectional movement, 
it seems to contradict Hofstadter's general
ization that supporters of progressive reform 
lived particularly in the East. 

HEALTH CARE FOR THE AGED 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in 

the current debate over the most effec
tive means of meeting the obvious needs 
for health care for our aged citizens, 
much has been said by way of challeng
ing the entire structure of our social 
security system. Recently the Journal 
of the American Medical Association 
carried an article by Mr. Ray M. Peter
son, an insurance actuary, entitled "The 
Coming Din of Inequity." The article 
made certain statements regarding the 
social security program and its exten
sion to the financing of certain health 
benefits for persons over 65. The article 
has been given wide circulation and I 
feel, as a sponsor in the Senate of S. 909, 
a program to finance health care for the 
aged through the social security system, 
that a reply is necessary to put before 
the American people the true facts in 
the case. 

I asked Dr. Wilbur Cohen, Assistant 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare and an authority of long stand
ing in the field of social insurance, to 
prepare an analysis of Mr. Peterson's 
arguments. It seems that Mr. Peterson 
has stated his case in terms of setting 
up "strawmen" then proceeding to 
knock them down in order to justify his 
case. Let me just say from my personal 
experience of over three decades in the 
insurance business that social security 
has not spelled the end of private in
surance, rather it has been a healthy 
adjunct. 

In New York recently Frederic M. 
Peirce, president of the General Life 
Insurance Co. · of St. Louis, and no 
special friend of the social security ap
proach to the problem of health care for 
the aged, reported that since the adop
tion of the social security program, life 
insurance sales had grown from $12 bil
lion annually to more than $75 billion. 
In addition, I would like to point out that 
private medical insurance coverage has 
risen from $8.6 billion in 1950 to an esti
mated $20 billion in 1960. And I fully 
expect that the years ahead will see a 
continued increase in private medical in
surance coverage, and I hope it will be 
supplemented by a system of social se
curity coverage for the ailing aged. 

Mr. President, I ask that the reply 
from the Assistant Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare appear at this 
point in my remarks. · 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE DIN OF THE EQUITABLE 

A critical analysis of "The Coming Din of 
Inequity," an article by Ray M. Peterson, 
vice president and associate actuary of the 
Equitable Life Assurance Society of the 
Uni-ted States 

(By Wilbur J. Cohen, Assistant Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare) 

Mr. Peterson's article itself, the fact that 
it was published in and reprinted from the 
Journal of the American Medical Associa
tion,! and the widespread distribution it 
has been given-including free and wide 
distribution of reprints by the Equitable Life 
Assurance Society-make it plain that Mr. 
Peterson, backed by the facilities of his 
company, is engaged in an effort with the 
American Medical Association to try to dis
credit the old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance program and to shake the people's 
confidence in it. The old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance program is too impor
tant to the American people to let attempts 
to discredit i-t go unchallenged. In my opin
ion what we have in Mr. Peterson's paper 
is a carefully prepared attempt to cast 
serious reflections on the financial sound
ness of the program. I believe that the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
program as enacted by the Congress is finan
cially sound and that the method of financ
ing the Congress has provided is sound. Mr. 
Peterson also states, in effect, that there is 
no foundation for referring to old-age and 
survivors insurance program as an insur
ance program, even though the Congress so 
refers to the program in the law itself. I 
disagree with Mr. Peterson's view. 

SOCIAL INSURANCE IS INSURANCE 

Mr. Peterson implies that old-age and 
survivors insurance is not at all like private 
insurance, and may even not be insurance 
at all. Actually, while the social security 
program differs from voluntary private in
surance in many ways, the two types of in
surance have many attributes in common. 
What we have in the current campaign on 
the part of Mr. Peterson and others is an 
attempt by some practitioners in private 
commercial insurance to lay exclusive claim 
to a term which properly and historically 
applies to both commercial and social insur
ance. Governmental programs like old-age, 
survivors, and disability insurance are in 
existence in countries all over the world and 
in some countries have been in effect for 
generations. Social insurance, recognized 
as one branch of insurance, is the term used 
traditionally and properly to describe these 
programs. As the article on "Insurance" in 
the Encyclopaedia Britannica says, "The 
modern institution of insurance is divided 
into the two broad categories of voluntary 
or commercial insurance and compulsory or 
social insurance, both relying on the same 
basic principles but differing in many de
tails of philosophy and organization." 

The old-age, survivors, and disability in
surance program is income insurance. The 
risk insured against is loss of family income 
because of severe and extended disability, 
because of retirement in old age (at age 
72 the payment is a straight annuity without 
a test of retirement), and because of the 
death of the family earner. While people 
are at work they pay a small part of their 
earnings into the social security trust funds. 
Employers match these amounts. In gen-

1 The article appeared in the Journal or 
the American Medical Association of Apr. 
8, 1961. It was reprinted (in briefer form) 
in the Wall Street Journal of June 29, 1961. 
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eral, when the earnings stop because of dis
ability, retirement, or death, insurance bene
fits are paid from the trust funds to partially 
replace the earned income that has been lost. 
The loss occasioned by the occurrence of 

. the risk is averaged among the insured group. 
The cost of meeting the risks is actuarially 
evaluated and contributions sufficient to 
cover these costs are provided for. Benefits 
are paid from those contributions on a pre
determined basis when and if the risks cov
ered eventuate. The right to these insurance 
benefits is a legal right enforceable in the 
courts. These are the characteristics that 
make social insurance "insurance"; they are 
the same as, or similar to, the characteristics 
that make private voluntary insurance "in
surance." 

The two branches of insurance of course 
differ in some respects. One way in which 
they differ is the nature of the right to the 
payment. The terms of the legal right to 
social insurance are spelled out in a statute, 
which can be amended as any law can be 
amended; the rights under private insurance 
are spelled out in a contract, which for the 
duration of the period of the contract can 
be changed only by agreement of both parties 
to the contract. 

The fact that the right to social insurance 
is not a contractual right is made much of 
by those who seek to discredit social insur
ance, yet actually the fact that Congress can 
change the law is an advantage in social 
insurance. The contractual nature of pri
vate commercial insurance gives it an in
flexibility in comparison with social insur
ance, since the latter can be changed from 
time to time to keep pace with changing 
conditions. As the Supreme Court has said 
in the case of Flemming v. Nester, "To en
graft upon the social security system a con
cept of 'accrued property rights' would de
prive it of the flexibility and boldness in 
adjustment to everchanging conditions which 
it demands." To illustrate this point: the 
social insurance program has been amended 
several times in recent years to raise the 
benefits in order to compensate for rising 
prices and to allow the beneficiaries to par
ticipate to an extent in the increase in the 
general level of living enjoyed by the country 
as a whole. Most private insurance at the 
present time does not provide for this type 
of adjustment although variable annuities 
now being sold by some private insurance 
carriers have as their objective to adjust 
benefits to changing economic conditions. 

In this respect it is quite unrealistic for 
those who contend that the program is not 
insurance to assert that the right of Con
gress to amend the law may be used to de
liberalize the program rather than to im
prove it. Those who are trying to make 
people feel that the right to amend the law 
constitutes an element of insecurity in the 
program are, in my judgment. very short
sighted in trying to stir up an uneasiness 
about contributory social insurance. More
over, I am sure they do not really believe 
that the Congress will take away the bene
fits of millions of people who have con
tributed toward the cost of those benefits 
from their earnings. 

Incidentally, the Supreme Court, in the 
recent decision already referred to, very 
positively indicated that the right to bene
fits under the social insurance program is 
protected by the due process clause in the 
fifth amendment to the Constitution against 
denial and diminution by arbitrary govern
mental action. Thus although, fortunately, 
the Conrgess can modify rights granted un
der the statute, it cannot do so in an arbi
trary manner. Both the majority and mi
nority opinions support the concept that the 
right to old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance benefits is an enforceable valu
able right which cannot legally be arbi
trarily diminished. The truth is, of course, 

that the power of Congress to amend the 
law has been used and will continue to be 
used to improve the program and keep it 
up-to-date in terms of changing prices and 
wages. 

Under private insurance; of course, the 
only possible basis for the arrangement be
tween the insurer and the insured is a con
tractual one. And there are advantages in 
private insurance to a long-term contrac
tual arrangement; such an arrangement 
eliminates the kind of insecurity that can 
occur when a policy is written to cover a 
relatively short period of time--1 year, for 
example-and can be continued in the fol
lowing year only on conditions that suit the 
company. The deficiencies of health insur
ance policies that are cancelable when the 
insured has proven to be a bad risk are well 
known. Increasingly, health insurance poli
cies are being made uncancelable and guar
anteed renewable. Yet, because the con
tract is written to protect the insurer as well 
as the insured, only too often these guaran
tees are not as meaningful as they seem. 
Primarily, this is because there is no guar
antee that the premiums will not be in
creased and often they have risen sharply. 
In other instances the protection afforded to 
the aged has been reduced below that avail
able to persons insured as members of em
ployment groups. These underwriting prac
tices are proper in private insurance to pre
vent the insurer from being wiped out by 
increasing costs that he cannot meet; but 
they result in a very insecure situation for 
the people involved. 

Another point at which social insurance 
differs from many branches of private in
surance is in the nature of the reserves. 
Because compulsory social insurance is as
sured of new entrants into the program, it 
does not have to build up the kind of re
serves that are necessary at all times in an 
institution that might have no new custom
ers and might be forced out of business. 
Private insurance is required to maintain the 
type of reserves that will meet the threat of 
dissolution. Social insurance, on the other 
hand, is actuarially sound as long as it oper
ates under a plan of financing which is de
signed to provide income sufficient to meet 
all benefit costs as they fall due. 

It is because there are differences between 
private and social insurance that we need 
both branches of insurance. The character
istics the two branches have in common are 
what give them claim to the common term 
"insurance,'' and the differences are what 
define the two branches. Yet these differ
ences are cited by those who wish to discredit 
social insurance and discourage improve
ments in it in support of their contention 
that social insurance is not insurance. They 
seem to reason as follows: "The American 
people have accepted the idea of insurance; 
they think insurance is a good thing. If we 
can convince them that social security is not 
insurance, that it is unsound, that the bene
fits can be taken away at any time, and even 
that this is likely to happen, they will be 
afraid to press for improvement of the pro
gram." 

Much of the current propaganda on this 
subject is based on statements in a brief 
filed by the Solicitor General under the last 
administration in the case of Flemming v. 
Nestor. This brief was unfortunate in its 
general slant and emphasis; several of the 
statements in it are quite misleading. And 
although the Supreme Court arrived at the 
same conclusion as the Government brief, 
it did not endorse the arguments in the 
brief, nor base its conclusions on those argu
ments. The Supreme Court specifically 
stated, "The social security system may be 
accurately described as a form of social in
surance, enacted pursuant to Congress 
power to •spend money in aid of the "gen
eral welfare" • ." 

Finally, it should be noted that Congress 
has referred to the benefits in the law as 
"insurance benefits" (see, for instance, sec
tion 202 of the law) and has entitled the part 
in the Internal Revenue Code that levies the 
taxes the "Federal Insurance Contributions 
Act" (sec. 3126 of the Internal Revenue 
Code). 

To summarize: The program established 
by title II of the Social Security Act-the 
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
program-is an insurance program. The 
Congress has recognized it to be an insur
ance program. The right to social security 
benefits is a valuable and enforceable legal 
right that cannot arbitrarily be denied or 
diminished. The program is soundly fi
nanced. It is a compulsory, statutory so
cial insurance program, and in my opinion 
it has just as much right to be called in
surance as has volunt ary private contractual 
insurance. 

YOUNGER WORKERS ARE TREATED EQUITABLY 

The main contention of Mr. Peterson's 
article is that future generations of work
ers are going to consider themselves in
equitably treated under the social security 
program because a part of the employer 
contributions paid with respect to the earn
ings of those future workers will be used to 
meet part of the cost of the benefits paid 
to people who retire in the early years of 
the program and who were not under the 
program long enough so that their con
tributions, together with those of their em
ployers, could have an actuarial value equal 
to that of their benefits. 

Underlying Mr. Peterson's contention is an 
assumption that the employer contribu
tions paid with respect to the wages of a 
given worker are paid for the use of that 
worker, and that he has a right to get pro
tection equal to what the sum of his own 
social security contributions and his em
ployer's contributions with respect to his 
wages will provide. At the same time that 
he takes for granted that the employer con
tributions paid on the wages of a given 
worker are paid for the benefit of that 
worker, Mr. Peterson urges that "the self
supporting principle must be retained." If 
one argues that a subsidy to the program 
from general revenues should be resisted, 
he cannot also argue or imply that the in
dividual employee has a right to have the 
employer contributions paid with respect to 
his wages devoted exclusively to his own 
benefit, for if this principle were followed 
the only source from which to finance ade
quate benefits for the present aged would 
be the general revenues. 

In other words, Mr. Peterson's basic con
tention argues for the very thing he rec
ommends against. Mr. Peterson cannot 
have it both ways. He has to make up his 
mind whether he wants to propose that the 
employer contribution be used for the sole 
benefit of the generation of workers on 
whose earnings it is paid and' accept the 
resulting necessity for a Government sub
sidy to the system or whether he wishes to 
look upon the employer contribution as 
pooled, as I do, and used where needed to 
make the system adequate without a Gov
ernment subsidy. 

It is of course perfectly reasonable to 
consider that the employer contribution is 
pooled and used where needed to make the 
program effective in meeting its objectives. 
This is the philosophy Congress has embod
ied in the present program. Among the ob
jectives of the program is the payment of 
full-rate insurance benefits to people already 
near retirement at the start of the program; 
another is the payment of insurance bene
fits that are kept in line with current wages 
and prices. The man who is covered under 
social security from age 21 to age 65 has 44 
years of earnlngs out of which to pay toward 
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the cost of his benefits; it is entirely rea
sonable to expect him to pay a greater pro
portion of that cost than the worker who, 
because the program became effective when 
he was already along in years, has only, say, 
10 years of earnings out of which to con
tribute toward the cost of his benefits. It 
is, then, reasonable to say that a relatively 
large proportion of the employer contribu
tion goes to meet the cost of paying full 
insurance benefits to workers who were old 
when the program started and that a smaller 
proportion is used to help pay for the in
surance benefits of future generations. 

Actually, there is no reason why younger 
workers should feel that they are being 

. treated inequitably because in the future 

. they will not get the full ad van tag~ of the 
payroll contributions made by employers. 
Moreover, those who understand the protec-

. tion they are getting in return for the con
tributions they pay will certainly not feel 
that way. What the younger worker is get
ting under social security is insurance pro
tection that can, and in all likelihood will, 
be increased by the Congress as wages go 
up without a corresponding increase in the 
contribution rates. Congressiona~ action 
adjusting benefits upward in 1950, 1952, 
1954, 1958, and 1960 make it very clear that 
the younger worker's protection will be re
lated not to current wages and prices but to 
those prevailing during the period of his re
tirement. If wages go up, as of course there 
is every reason to expect they will, the pro
gram is overfl.nanced at the contribution 
rates now scheduled, and insurance benefits 
can be increased to some extent without 
contribution rate increases. 

THE PROGRAM IS ACTUARIALLY SOUND 

Mr. Peterson contends that old-age, sur
vivors, and disability insurance is not and 
cannot be actuarially sound because it does 
not maintain the same kind of reserves that 
private insurance must maintain. The 
philosophy which the Congress has embodied 
in the present law is that because com
pulsory social insurance is assured of con
tinuing income (since new workers must 
come into the program), it does not have 
to build up the kind of reserves that are 
necessary in an institution that might have 
no new customers and might be forced out 
of business. Private insurance is required 
to maintain the type of reserves that will 
meet the threat of dissolution. Social in
surance is financially sound, on the other 
hand, as long as the legislation on which it 
is based provides for a plan of financing 
which yields income sufficient to meet all 
benefit costs as they fall due. And the 
social security law does so provide. 

Mr. Peterson contends that while social 
insurance may be fiscally sound, the con
cept of actuarial soundness cannot be ap
plied. This contention is based on a defini
tion of terms that is not universally used 
by actuaries. The chief actuary of the 
Social Security Administration, Mr. Robert J. 
Myers, has frequently stated that the social 
insurance program is actuarially sound and 
that any such program, when its anticipated 
long-range revenues are adequate to meet 
anticipated long-range outgo, is actuarially 
sound and this concept is widely accepted 
by other actuaries. In any case, there is 
very little point in this sort of argument 
about words; the important thing is that 
Congress has provided the mechanism to 
assure there will be money to pay the bene
fits when they are due both in the short 
range and in the long range. 

Mr. Peterson mentions that for the years 
1956 through 1965 contribution collections 
under the social security program and bene
fits and expenses under that program will 
be nearly equal, and then concludes that the 
program is "now almost completely on a 
'pay as you go' or 'hope-as-you-pay' basis." 
The figures given by Mr. Peterson are correct 
but his conclusion is incorrect. Indeed it is 

hard to believe that he did not select the 
decade he mentions for the purpose of com
ing to this conclusion, since over the coming 
decade--from 1961 to 197Q-the combined 
assets of the trust funds, now amounting 
to about $22 billion, are expected to about 
double. 

Mr. Peterson's use of the derogatory phrase 
"hope as you pay," and his discussion of 
financing in general, implies that he is op
posed to anything less than full-reserve 
financing in social insurance, or at any rate 
believes that only with full-reserve financ
ing can a program be sound. Yet a person 
as sophisticated as he is knows that full
reserve financing in the social security 
program is neither practical nor. desirable 
nor essential for financial soundness and 
that any attempt to go to a full-reserve 
basis would create very serious problems. I 
cannot help but wonder if Mr. Peterson is 
not deliberately undertaking to create the 
impression that full-reserve financing is 
necessary for actuarial soundness and that 
therefore old-age and survivors insurance is 
not financially sound, and, through these 
impressions, to frighten people away from 
attempts at improving the program. 

Mr. Peterson brings out that a private in
surance company taking on the responsi
bility of providing benefits for only those 
employees entering the system at the 
younger ages could provide protection for 
them at premium rates that are lower than 
the taxes required to be levied under the 
social security program to provide the same 
benefits for both these younger people and 
people who are already old. This of course 
is true. In the same way, if insurance com
pany A had a group annuity plan and a 
rival insurance company offered to take over 
from the plan the new entrants, the latter 
could q11ote a much lower premium rate 
than the rate under the existing plan. This 
would not reflect upon the operations of 
insurance company A. It would be the 
expected result of the contracting out of 
the long-service group. The fact that in
surance protection for new entrants at 
younger ages can be provided with lower 
premium or contribution rates than those 
required for a group including also people 
first covered at older ages is just simple 
mathematics, applicable to both private in
surance and social insurance, and not at all 
a reflection upon the operation, the nature, 
or equity of the social insurance program. 

SOCIAL ADEQUACY 

Mr. Peterson criticizes various proposals 
made to improve the adequacy of social se
curity benefits. This is in line with what 
appears to be his overall objective to pre
vent social security from meeting the social 
needs of the American people. He points 
out that "social adequacy for some means 
individual inequity for others." This is a 
play on words. The program can be im
proved to meet social as well as individual 
needs without in any way losing its funda
mental insurance characteristic or, on the 
other hand, becoming a dole. As I have · 
already pointed out, as wages and earnings 
increase, some improvements can be made 
in the program without increasing the con
tribution rate. 

Mr. Peterson implies that I have stated 
that there is no reason why the 50-50 shar
ing of contributions could not be changed 
to a 40-60 sharing and that I have stated 
that the Government should make a sub
stantial contribution to the insurance sys
tem. I did discuss these alternatives in a 
speech. But I have not made any such rec
ommendations. Mr. Peterson makes such 
implic~tions in an attempt to attribute to 
people views which they do not hold. It is 
illustrative of his approach to only refer to 
part of the facts in making his analysis, thus 
leaving an inaccurate conclusion in the mind 
of the reader. 

SOCIAL SECURITY FINANCING OF MEDICAL CARE 

Mr. Peterson has only two brief para
graphs on the issue of financing medical 
care under social security. However, it is 
apparent from the article that the entire 
din of his views is to set up certain straw
men which he then demolishes in order to 
attempt to prove why health insurance for 
the aged should not be made a part of the 
social security system. 

For instance, Mr. Peterson states that 
"most students, pro and con, believe that 
it will be virtually impossible to limit bene
fits to the aged" if health insurance for the 
aged is enacted. He states: "Such benefits 
will eventually be extended to all ages." Mr. 
Peterson is certainly entitled to utilization 
of his crystal ball to predict what the Con
gress in the future will do. However, if 
private insurance satisfactorily meets the 
problem of financing the health costs of the 
American people then there should be no 
fear that Congress will extend any su<;:h 
program to cover younger people. If, how
ever, private insurance fails to make socially 
adequate protection available to the Ameri
can people then Mr. Peterson may be cor
rect. I should think therefore that instead 
of spending his time and energy attacking 
the social security system he would want 
to direct his efforts toward so improving pri
vate health insurance that the contingency 
that he fears would be certain not to come 
to pass. 

HIS CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Before stating his specific recommenda
tions, Mr. Peterson indicates the following
in fact he italicizes it--as his guiding princi
ple: "As our society becomes more affiuent, 
the relative role of social programs should 
diminish." I disagree with Mr. Peterson. 
Private and public insurap.ce in my opinion 
are social programs. Does Mr. Peterson be
lieve private insurance should decline rela
tive to economic development? I would hope 
that as our society becomes more affiuent 
it will recognize that it can afford to do more 
for its disadvantaged members-the aged, 
the widows and orphans, the disabled-than 
it does now, through private and public in
surance and other social programs. 

Along the same line, Mr. Peterson recom
mends that no further increases in old-age, 
survivors, and disability insurance benefits 
should be enacted except those required to 
recognize changes in living costs for the aged. 
If this recommendation were followed the 
result would be that the aged, and the other 
groups looking to old-age, survivors, and dis
ability insurance benefits as their major or 
only source of support, would be effectively 
excluded from getting their fair share of the 
increasing productivity and affiuence of our 
society. I would not like to see that hap
pen, and I don't think it will. Mr. Peterson 
is fighting a rearguard delaying action. I 
am confident that the people of this country 
and the Congress not only will continue to 
support the old-age, survivors, and disability 
insurance program but will want it im
proved as was done in the recent social se
curity legislation enacted by the Congress in 
June 1961. 

Mr. Peterson attempts, in his article, to 
give the reader the erroneous impression that 
the old-age, survivors, and disability insur
ance program is inequitable and financially 
unsound. He completely ignores the fact 
that Congress has exercised both wisdom 
and responsibility in devising a system 
which meets social need in a financially 
sound manner. He ignores the further fact 
that in revising the program the Congress 
has shown great concern for financial sound
ness and for maintaining a balance between 
income on the . one hand and the costs of 
benefit changes on the other, not only in 
the short run but in the long run. Mr. 
Peterson discusses what he considers to be 
defects of the program but offers not a single 
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recommendation for remedying the defects, 
and, unless one can count his concurrence 
with the idea of such a bare-minimum im
provement as keeping benefits in line with 
costs of living, he does not offer a single 
recommendation for any basic program im
provement or the removal of any so-called 
inequity he has discussed. 

RENEWAL OF UNANIMOUS-CON
SENT AGREEMENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would suggest that, since the 
unanimous-consent agreement by which 
time was limited was temporarily set 
aside for brief insertions in the RECORD, 
the Senator from New York might renew 
the unanimous-consent request that the 
time for the speech he is about to deliver 
be not charged to either side. 

Mr. KEATING. I make that request, 
and I ask unanimous consent also that 
the time for the speech which the dis
tinguished Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. RANDOLPH] will deliver following 
my remarks be also not charged to either 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

INFLATION OF THE 1960's 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I rise 

to say a few words on a subject which 
some might argue is alarmist. 

Public discussion about inflation in our 
economy rages most heatedly in periods 
of rapid price increase, when people are 
alarmed about the prospect of our cheap
ening dollar. We tend to wait until the 
horse is out of the barn before we close 
the gate on price erosion. 

Inflation is like a loaded cigar. It 
goes off when you least expect it, and it 
burns the people who are least prepared 
for it. 

In recent months, our price index has 
been relatively steady. For the last 12 
months for which figures are available, 
prices have risen about 1.3 points on the 
Consumer Price Index. 

During the last 10 years, according to 
reliable statistics, the United States has 
done comparatively well in the continu
ing battle against inflation. Only 
Switzerland, West Germany, Venezuela, 
and Belgium have done better than the 
United States. The purchasing power 
of the U.S. dollar fell 18 percent in the 
period between 1950 and 1960. Twenty
four of the nations surveyed had worse 
records. Chile was at the bottom of the 
list. The value of its currency declined 
96 percent. The cost of living in Chile 
increased by 2,400 percent. 

The record of price stability in the 
United States in the 1950's is still noth
ing to boast about. We had to fight hard 
to keep our prices from going higher, and 
even then the 18-percent decline in the 
purchasing power of the U.S. dollar 
placed a heavy burden on earnings of a 
great many Americans, particularly pen
sioners who live on a fixed income. 

Mr. President, we must not wait until 
the horse is out of the barn. We in the 
Congress must never lose sight of the 
dangers of inflation and the way in 
which current fiscal policies and key 
national decisions affect the price level. 

Many forces in our economy tend to 
bring about inflation: Individual price 
increases, wage increases, the Federal 
deficit, State and local financing; all 
have an effect upon prices. 

As far as the Federal Government is 
concerned, there are several programs 
and types of policy decisions which affect 
prices. The continuing responsibility of 
the Federal Reserve Board for monetary 
policy is one of the key ways in which 
inflation can be nipped in the bud. But 
perhaps most important of all, the con
dition of the Federal budget has an im
portant effect on the price level. If the 
Federal budget is unbalanced and Fed
eral spending is thereby expanded, there 
is a natural increase in demand in our 
economy and prices tend to be forced 
upward. 

The impact of the Federal budget is 
more than a matter of deficit spending 
bringing about an increased demand for 
a relatively smaller supply of goods and 
services. Deficits also have a deep and 
significant psychological effect. The 
F·ederal budget tells people who are fi
nancially in the know whether this is the 
time to buy "short'' or to sell "short" or 
buy "long" or whatever are the relevant 
financial terms of art. The stock mar
ket, for example, is an important area 
in which longrun budgetary decisions 
tend to either stimulate or reduce ac
tivity. 

In addition to annual budgetary defi
cits, the Federal debt of some $290 bil
lion is an infiationary force of hurricane 
proportions. Frankly, the structure of 
the debt is out of whack. In recent 
years, our debt has been increasingly 
financed by short-term bonds sold to 
banks and other financial institutions. 
The very perceptive report of the Com
mission on Money and Credit which was 
released several weeks ago recognized 
this fact and stressed the need to finance 
more of the debt on a long-term basis. 
I agree heartily with the distinguished 
members of this Commission. 

If the debt is financed wholly or 
largely by short-term notes, there is a 
tendency for more money to move in our 
economy. I am no great expert on the 
mechanics of this, but I think it is rela
tively simple economics that if you have 
short-term bonds which constitute what 
is called near money, the banks can 
loan part or all of it to their customers, 
and there will be more money in circula
tion and more pressure on prices. 

To reiterate, the Federal Government 
through deficit financing and because of 
both the short-term structure of the 
Federal debt and the psychological ef
fects of a given Federal deficit must be 
exceedingly vigilant that it does not per
mit the fires of inflation to be ignited. 

We in the Congress must adhere to a 
concept of a fiscally responsible Govern
ment. Although the term is much 
maligned, it is a realistic and workable 
idea. We have seen in West Germany 
in the decade of the fifties that sound, 
responsible fiscal policies stressing a 
balanced budget and the stimulation of 
investment have brought about real and 
fundamental economic growth. The 
West Germans did not use their budget 
to stimulate phony purchasing on the 

part of the Government, although they 
were advised to do so by a number of 
the economic experts, who now, I think, 
are a little too close to the new admin
istration. Instead, they used the various 
financial activities of the Federal Gov
ernment to keep prices firm and to stim
ulate real investment in a free econ
omy. 

PROGRAM TO CURB PRICE EROSION 

There are several steps we can take 
right now to keep the price level steady 
in the decade of the sixties. I have in 
recent months given considerable 
thought to a proposal that a massive 
Government campaign be initiated to 
encourage merchants to expand their 
sales by lowering prices. This makes 
good sense. Inflation means increas
ing prices. What could be more logical 
as a means of combating inflation than 
cutting prices to expand sales and stim
ulate economic activity and growth? 
Such a program could easily be initiated 
by the Secretary of Commerce, who has 
already said that what the economy 
needs is more salesmanship. I think 
salesmanship is fine, but I think that 
it would be much more meaningful to 
urge merchants to advertise and stress 
efforts to provide goods at lower prices. 
~ather than salesmanship alone, which 
Is a very broad term, efforts to lower 
prices hit home. Salesmanship often is 
used as a description of a certain glib
ness and superficiality, which is not and 
should not be regarded as a basic stimu
lator of economic activity. 

Another area in which we must work 
to curb inflation concerns the Federal 
deficit, which seems to increase every 
time the administration sends a message 
to the Congress. I am concerned about 
this tendency toward this spend to
day-borrow tomorrow economic policy. 
The administration ha.s been talking at 
the same time about great new programs 
and about tax cuts next year. This is 
about as consistent as hoping the grass 
will grow, while praying it does not rain. 

There is currently a discouraging lack 
of interest in viewing the Federal 
budget as a whole. The idea of a bal
anced budget has been dropped from 
the vocabulary of official Washington. 
The only sacrifices we have been asked 
to make seem to be sacrifices of com
monsense, sensible ideas about the 
financing of the Federal Government. 

I have long favored a Joint Congres
sional Committee on the Budget. Such 
a committee would view the budget as 
a whole and determine whether it is 
in balance or out of balance, whereas 
the Appropriations Committees tend to 
work on individual items to determine 
their justification and need. This pro
posal has passed the · Senate several 
times. Despite . the reluctance of the 
other body, I think it is a much needed 
and urgent reform. It is an important 
way in which Congress can determine 
just what the total impact of the budget 
will be in our economy. 

There are several other steps which 
we can and should take now to see to it 
that the price stability record of the 
sixties is even better than that of the 
fifties. For one, the administration 
should support and actively espouse the 
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removal of the 4¥-t-percent interest rate 
ceiling so that the Federal debt can be 
financed on a longer term basis. This 
measure was vigorously endorsed by 
President Eisenhower. Although the 
need for eliminating the long-term in
terest rate ceiling is not presently as 
great as it was a year or so ago, this is 
st ill a basic reform which should be 
implemented. We must not wait until 
the Treasury cannot sell long-term is
sues to remove the ceiling which in the 
past has seriously limited their ability 
to do so. The Commission on Money 
and Credit strongly recommended that 
this ceiling be removed. 

We are about to make some decisions 
on tax changes. Here again we must 
consider the potential inflationary im
pact of our fiscal policies. What can 
we do to stimulate investment? Is it 
true, for instance, that a more compre
hensive measure on depreciation allow
ances would be in the longrun interest 
of economic stability? I personally feel 
that what we need is a Hoover-type com
mission at the Federal level to study our 
entire tax structure. Although the 
President has promised such a study, he 
has so far recommended only temporary 
piecemeal reforms, such as those which 
were sent up to the Congress this year. 

Other governmental reforms which 
are needed are the adoption of the item 
veto, which I have long advocated. 

This is a proposal in which the present 
occupant of the chair, the distinguished 
senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], has evidenced great interest, as 
have many other persons of various 
political complexions and thinking. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Connecticut [Mr. BusH] has also taken a 
special interest in the item veto. In my 
judgment, it is the single most effective 
reform that the Congress could enact 
to bring about greater efficiency and 
economy in Government. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New York yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KEATING. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. BUSH. Has the Senator consid

ered also, in addition to the item veto 
measure, which I agree would certainly 
be a tremendous help in controlling the 
Nation's expenditures, the merits or 
demerits of the so-called single appro
priation bill approach, which would en
able Congress to place all appropria
tions in one bill, to be reviewed together, 
and then to see what the effect would 
be on the budget if all appropriations 
were made in one bill? 

Mr. KEATING. I was a Member of 
the House of Representatives when such 
a proposal was before that body. The 
senior Member of the House from New 
York, who is the ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Appropriations 
and a most distinguished Member of the 
other body, and the chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the oth
er body were of one mind that this pro
cedure is not desirable. They also agreed 
that the item veto was not desirable. 

I myself believe the single appropria
tion method would be an improvement, 
but my impression, though I may be 
wrong, is that it would be an ev·en more 

difficult reform to have passed than the 
item veto. 

I believe it would help us materially 
to bring about a more ~omprehensive 
approach to the budgetary process. If 
a Joint Committee on the Budget were 
established to review all appropriations, 
I do not believe that the single appro
priation approach would be as impor
tant as it would be otherwise. However, 
I certainly would support the proposal 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Connecticut has suggested. 

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator from 
New York for his statement. I have in 
the past introduced such a bill, and I 
have introduced it again this year, 
although it has not met with enthusi
asm. I have encountered the same situ
ation in the Senate, that the Senator 
mentioned existed in the House. Many 
of our senior statesmen do not look with 
favor upon the bill. On the other hand, 
such distinguished Senators. as the sen
ior Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
who has probably given the whole budg
etary problem more study and care than 
any other Member of either House, be
lieves that such a bill would give Con
gress much better control of appropria
tions, a move which is in the direction 
the Senator's very able remarks insist 
we should be moving. 

Mr. KEATING. If the senior Senator 
from Connecticut and the junior Sena
tor from New York remain in Congress 
as long as the chairman of the House 
Committee on Appropriations and the 
ranking minority member of that com
mittee have been in Congress, we may 
well be able to get more action than we 
have gotten so far. I hope such action 
will come about before that time, be
cause I observe an increasing feeling on 
the part of Members of Congress that 
they do not have their fingers on the 
Government's enormous financial struc
ture to the extent that they believe they 
should have. 

In addition to the item veto, I suggest 
the possibility of arranging a regular 
special session of Congress to focus on 
appropriations and related economic 
decisions. Such a session would be held 
for approximately a month following 
the adjournment of the regular session. 

I do not suggest that such a session 
take place this year, because that would 
bring the session to an end, as nearly 
as I can calculate it now, around Christ
mas time. While I am perfectly willing 
to remain here until then, and intend to 
be here to change rule XXII, if that 
becomes necessary, this again might 
meet with disfavor among the more 
senior Members of this body. 

These several steps are steps which are 
in the interest of longrun price stabil
ity. I am not a fiscal stick-in-the-mud. 
The economic policies of the Congress 
should be directed toward the stimula
tion of economic growth as well as the 
maintenance of price stability. These 
goals must be pursued jointly, although 
there admittedly are some areas in which 
this is d.ifllcult. We must also see to 
it that economic growth in our economy 
is the harbinger of full employment. 
The disappointing record of this year, 
in that unemployment rates did not de-

cline sufficiently as · recovery developed, 
has highlighted the importance of fun
damentBtl, structural measures to curb 
joblessness. Although today I have 
talked mainly about infiation, I am con
cerned, as are most in - this Chamber, 
with the interrelationship of these three 
objectives-growth, price stability, and 
employment-as regards the role of the 
Government in our economy. 

I repeat my basic premise: If we are 
to improve our record of price stability 
in the 1960's, we must make the job of 
fighting inflation a continuing one. 
Spend today-borrow tomorrow budg
etary policies, a bigger-than-ever Fed
eral deficit, and the continued reliance 
on short-term bonds in debt manage
ment are indications to me that we are 
failing so far to do this. Therefore, I 
believe it appropriate to utter a warning 
that we had better reaffirm our convic
tions about the basic structure of our 
economy and about the potential threat 
of inflation before it is too late. . 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that at this time I 
may comment on the statement made 
by the Senator from New York, without 
having the time I shall take charged 
to the time available to either side under 
the unanimous-consent agreement which 
now is in effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I wish to 
compliment the very able Senator from 
New York [Mr. KEATING] on his splendid 
address of this afternoon. It was both 
splendid and very timely; and I hope 
every Member of the Senate and every 
Member of the House of Representatives 
will have an opportunity to read it, and 
will, indeed, read it in the RECORD to
morrow. 

The Senator from New York has dealt 
with a subject which has been very much 
neglected by the House of Representa
tives and the Senate. He has made a 
very constructive approach to the prob
lem, and has made many very interest
ing suggestions. 

So I warmly compliment him and en
dorse his efforts to remind the Senate 
of its responsibilities in connection with 
the entire question of inflation in the 
1960's. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. BUSH-. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. I want to express my 

gratitude to the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut. I consider what he 
has said a very high compliment, because 
of its source. All of us know the Senator 
from Connecticut is a learned student 
of the financial structure of the United 
States. So I am very much heartened 
by his support for the remarks I have 
just made, and am deeply grateful for 
them. 

Mr. BUSH. I thank the Senator from 
New York. 

Mr. President, in conclusion on this 
point, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an .editorial en
titled ''The Danger to the Dollar," pub
lished in the Wall Street Journal of to-
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day. The editorial bears directly on the 
remarks of the Senator from New York 
and the colloquy we have had in that 
connection. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE DANGER TO THE DOLLAR 
Jacques Rueff, of France, is a man who 

brings impressive credentials to any discus
sion of currency problems. Forty years ago 
his advice helped many European countries 
st em the inflation after World War I; with
in the past few years he was one of the 
chief architects of the De Gaulle reforms 
that have restored the franc. 

So when Mr. Rueff says that a peril hangs 
over the American dollar, and therefore over 
the whole economy of the West, it behooves 
thoughtful men to listen. 

In an article published in the newspaper 
Le Monde and Fortune magazine, Mr. Rueff 
writes: "Every day (the) situation more and 
more resembles the one that turned the 1929 
recession into a great depression. The in
stability in our monetary system is such that 
a minor international incident or a small 
economic or financial disturbance could set 
off worldwide disaster." 

Ironically, the threat to the dollar which 
Mr. Rueff sees grows out of the very strength 
of the U.S. dollar in the years since World 
War II, the fact that the dollar has been 
considered the basic currency of the West 
upon which nearly every other nation based 
its own money. This situation, coupled with 
the absence of a gold standard to discipline 
governments, has set up the potentiality for 
an explosion. 

All over the world, central banks have 
been creating money not only against such 
gold as they may have but also against the 
dollar balances they hold. That is, a central 
bank with $1 uses it as a reserve against 
which to issue several times that amount 
of francs, lire, or whatever, in exactly the 
same way our own Federal Reserve System 
creates many credit dollars against each dol
lar's worth of gold that it holds. 

This has had two effects. The first is 
that every time an additional U.S. dollar has 
found its way into a foreign central bank 
it has formed a base for the inflation of that 
country's money. 

Take Mr. Rueff's country, France. 'When 
a Frenchman receives U.S. dollars he takes 
them to the Bank of France and receives 
French francs. But since the dollar is con
sidered a reserve currency, the Bank of 
France can then create new francs against 
those dollars. In this way, an expansion of 
the dollar supply also expands the credit 
system of France. At the same time our own 
gold supply, which is at the base of this 
pyramid, does not expand. It is doubly 
committed; it must support not only the 
U.S. dollar but the other currencies which 
are piled atop the dollar. 

The second effect from this process is 
more subtle. Back in the days of the gold 
standard a nation with a balance-of-pay
ments deficit had to settle in gold. This 
requirement put a firm discipline upon the 
economic policies of that country; since no 
country could create money except against 
gold or its own national credit, it could not 
long follow loose policies without a clearly 
d iscernible day of reckoning. 

Today the situation seems otherwise. 
When a foreign government acquires sur
plus dollars, it tends not to demand our 
gold for them but to keep them as a credit 
ag?.inst the United States because these dol
lars appear to bolster that country's reserve 
position. 

The practical effect of this is that for 
years we have been in the wonderful posi
tion of never really being required to settle 
our debits abroad. We could pour out dol
lars in the comforting assurances that those 

which were not used to buy U.S. goods 
would stay there, not cashed for gold. 

This explains why we have been able to 
run up a total balance-of-payments deficit 
of more than $18 blllion in the past decade 
with little sense of pain. If our creditors 
had demanded payment in gold, our gold 
reserves would have dropped by $18 billion 
instead of some $5 billion, a consequence 
which no one could have ignored or toler
ated. The U.S. Government would have 
been forced to discipline itself. 

Instead the day of reckoning has been 
postponed, lost in a haze of euphoria. Is 
this not, in Mr. Rueff's phrase, the marvel
ous secret of deficits without tears? Can 
we not go on joyously inflating our money 
at home and pouring our dollars abroad, in 
happy unconcern for the deficits and debts 
that accrue? Why worry if no one asks us 
to pay up? 

Well, the day of reckoning cannot be un
reckoned, however long postponed. Against 
our $17.5 billion of gold, foreigners already 
hold $20 billion of short-term claims alone, 
cashable at any time; and this doesn't count 
the demands on that same gold of the huge 
money and credit supply within the United 
states. Furthermore, under present policies 
these claims will grow. 

Perhaps, as with any credit pyramid, all 
will be well as long as everything goes ab
solutely smoothly. But it is indeed a per
fect setup for a repetition of what happened 
in 1929, when a worldwide monetary collapse 
converted what might have been a small 
recession into a major depression. Today 
anything-anything at all-that shook this 
house of cards could turn a passing incident 
into a catastrophe. 

There is only one safeguard against this, 
and that lies in the political wisdom to face 
up to what present monetary policies have 
wrought. The first necessity is to put.a halt 
to the process whereby multiple credit struc
tures are built on the gold reserves of the 
countries, such as the United States, with 
key currencies. And then to insist on cur
rent settlements of balance-of-payments 
deficits, rather than letting them be dan
gerously postponed. The form of these 
changes may be less important than their 
substance, but the substance must be a re
turn to firm fiscal discipline. 

To postpone this may prolong the pain
lessness, but whenever euphoria persuades 
men to ignore danger it can be the most 
painful course of all. 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE 14, UNITED 
STATES CODE, RELATING TO EX
PANSION OF FUNCTIONS OF THE 
COAST GUARD 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 

ask that the Chair lay before the Senate 
a message from the House of Represent
atives on House bill 6845. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 6845) to amend 
title 14 of the United States Code to pro
vide for an expansion of the functions 
of the Coast Guard, and requesting a 
conference with the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I move that . the · 
Senate insist upon its amendment, agree 
to the request of the House for a confer
ence, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MAGNU
soN, Mr. ENGLE, and Mr. BuTLER the con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF CAPE COD 
NATIONAL SEASHORE 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I ask that 
the Chair lay before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Represent
atives to Senate bill 857, to provide foz 
the establishment of Cape Cod National 
Seashore. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the amendments of the House 
of Representatives to the bill (S. 857) 
to provide for the establishment of Cape 
Cod National Seashore, which were, to 
strike out the preamble, and to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 

That (a) the area comprising that portion 
of the land and waters located in the towns 
of Provincetown, Truro, Wellfleet, Eastham, 
Orleans, and Chatham in the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, and described in subsec
tion (b), is designated for establishment as 
Cape Cod National Seashore (hereinafter 
referred to as "the seashore"). 

(b) The area referred to in subsection (a) 
is described as follows: 

Beginning at a point in the Atlantic Ocean 
one-quarter of a mile due west of the mean 
low-water line of the Atlantic Ocean on 
Cape Code at the westernmost extremity of 
Race Point, Provincetown, Massachusetts; 

thence from the point of beginning along 
a line a quarter of a mile offshore of and 
parallel to the mean low-water line of the 
Atlantic Ocean, Cape Code Bay, and Province
town Harbor in generally southerly, easterly, 
and northerly directions rounding Long Point 
and then southwesterly to a point a quarter 
of a mile offshore of the mean low-water line 
on the harbor side of the dike depicted on 
the United States Geological Survey Prov
incetown quadrangle sheet ( 1949) crossing 
an arm of the Provincetown Harbor; 

thence northerly, along a line a quarter 
of a mile offshore of and parallel to the low
water line at the dike to a point easterly of 
the point of intersection of the said dike 
with the boundary of the Province Lands 
Reservation as depicted on the said Prov
incetown quadrangle sheet; 

thence westerly to the said point of inter
section of the dike and the Province Lands 
Reservation boundary; 

thence along the boundaries of the Prov
ince Lands Reservation northwesterly, north
easterly, northerly, and easterly to the east
ernmost corner of the reservation being near 
United States Route 6; 

thence leaving the said easternmost corner 
along an extension of the southerly reserva
tion boundary line easterly to the northerly 
right-of-way line of United States Route 6; 

thence along the northerly right-of-way 
line of United States Route 6 in a general 
easterly direction crossing the Truro-Prov
incetown line and continuing in the town 
of Truro in a generally southeasterly direc
tion to a point four-tenths of a mile south
easterly of the southerly right-of-way line 
of Highland Road; 

thence easterly five-tenths of a mile to a 
point; 

thence turning and running in a south
easterly direction paralleling the general 
alinement of United States Route 6 and 
generally distant therefrom five-tenths of a 
mile to a point approximately 700 feet 
northwesterly of Long Nook Road; 

thence southwesterly along a ridge gen
erally paralleling the alinement of Long 
Nook Road and distant approximately 700 
feet therefrom to a point two-tenths of a. 
mile northeasterly of the northerly right
of-way line of United States Route 6; 

thence southeasterly paralleling the gen
eral alinement of United States Route 6 and 
generally distant two-tenths of a mile north
easterly thereof to a point 300 feet south of 
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the southerly right-of-way line of Higgins 
Hollow Road; 

thence in a. general easterly direction 
paralleling the southerly alinement of Hig
gins Hollow Road and 300 feet distant south
erly therefrom to a point five-tenths of a 
mile east of the easterly right-of-way line 
of said Route 6; 

thence turning and running in a south
easterly and southerly direction paralleling 
the general alinement of United States 
Route 6 and distant five-tenths of a mile 
easterly therefrom to a point 300 feet north 
of the northerly right-of-way line of North 
Pamet Road; 

thence in a generally southwesterly direc
tion paralleling the general alinement of 
North Pamet Road and generally distant 300 
feet northerly therefrom to a point approxi
mately two-tenths of a mile east of the 
easterly right-of-way line of United States 
Route 6; 

thence in a southerly direction paralleling 
the alinement of United States Route 6 and 
generally distant two-tenths of a mile east
erly therefrom to a point three-tenths of 
a. mlle south of South Pamet Road; 

thence west to the intersection of Old 
County Road and Mill Pond Road; 

thence following the easterly right-of-way 
line of Old County Road southward to a 
point opposite the southerly right-of-way 
line of Ryder Beach Road at its intersection 
with Old County Road; 

thence eastward to a point 300 feet east 
of the easterly right-of-way line of said Old 
County Road; 

thence in a southerly direction paralleling 
Old County Road at a distance of 300 feet. 
to the east of the easterly right-of-way line 
of said road to a point 600 feet south of 
the southerly right-of-way line of Prince 
Valley Road; 

thence in a. generally westerly direction, 
crossing Old County Road and the New 
York, New Haven, and Hartford Railroad 
right-of-way to the southern extremity of 
the town landing and beach in the Ryder 
Beach area, and continuing to a point in 
Cape Cod Bay a quarter of a mile offshore 
from the mean low-water line of Cape Cod 
Bay; 

thence turning and running along a line 
a quarter of a mile offshore of and parallel 
to the mean low-water line of Cape Cod 
Bay in a general southerly and easterly di
rection rounding Jeremy Point and thence 
in a general northerly direction along a line 
a quarter of a mile offshore of and parallel 
to the mean low-water line on the westerly 
side of Wellfleet Harbor, to a point one 
quarter of a mile due north of the mean 
low-water line at the eastern tip of Great 
Island as depleted on the United States 
Geological Survey Wellfleet quadrangle sheet 
(1958); 

thence north to the mean high-water line 
on the north shore of the Herring River 
estuary in the vicinity of its confluence with 
Wellfleet Harbor; 

thence following the mean high-water line 
southwesterly, northwesterly, and north
easterly to the easterly right-of-way line of 
Chequesset Neck Road at its crossing of 
Herring River; 

thence following the course of Herring 
River along the 20-foot contour line of the 
southeasterly shore thereof to a point near 
Mill Creek; 

thence crossing Mill Creek in a north
easterly direction to the 20-foot contour level 
near to and northeast of the confluence of 
Mill Creek and Herring River; 

thence following generally northerly and 
easterly along the easterly edge of the Her
ring River marshes on the 20-foot contour 
to a point north of which the easterly right
of-way line of a medium duty road, as de
pleted on "Said Wellfleet quadrangle sheet, 
crosses northward across a marshy stream 

near the Juncture of said medium duty road 
with Bound Brook Island Road; 

thence crossing said marshy stream along 
said easterly right-of-way line of said me
dium duty road, and continuing in a north
erly direction to the 20-foot contour level on 
the north side of said marshy stream; 

thence following the 20-foot contour line 
westward approximately 1,000 feet to its 
intersection with an unimproved dirt road, as 
depicted on said Wellfleet quadrangle sheet, 
leading from a point near the juncture of 
Bound Brook Island Road and the said 
medium duty road; 

thence following said unimproved dirt 
road northwesterly for approximately 1,600 
feet to the 20-foot contour line bordering 
the southerly edge of the Herring River 
marshes; 

thence following said 20-foot .contour line 
in an easterly direction to Route 6; 

thence crossing Route 6 and continuing 
to a point on the easterly right-of-way line 
of a power transmission line as depicted on 
said Wellfleet quadrangle sheet; 

thence in a general southerly direction 
along the easterly right-of-way line of said 
power transmission line to the northerly 
right-of-way line of Long Pond Road; 

thence in a general easterly direction 
along the northerly right-of-way line of 
Long Pond Road to the line commonly 
known as the "Head of the Mile Lots" line, 
which line is approximately 3,200 feet 
westerly of the Atlantic Ocean; 

thence southerly along the "Head of the 
Mile Lots" llne to the southerly right-of-way 
line to Cahoon Hollow Road; 

thence in a general westerly direction 
along the southerly right-of-way line of 
Cahoon Hollow Road to the easterly right
of-way line of said power transmission line; 

thence in a general southerly, easterly, 
southeasterly, and again southerly direction 
along the said easterly right-of-way line of 
a power transmission line to the Eastham
Wellfleet town line; 

thence southeasterly for a distance of ap
proximately 5,200 feet to a point due north 
of the intersection of the easterly right-of
way line of Nauset Road with the northerly 
right-of-way line of Cable Road; 
· thence due south to the intersection of 
the said easterly right-of-way line of Nauset 
Road and the said northerly right-of-way 
line of Cable Road; 

thence in a general southerly direction 
crossing Cable Road and along said easterly 
right-of-way line of Nauset Road to a point 
500 feet north of the northerly right-of-way 
line of Doane Road and its intersection with 
Nauset Road; 

thence west to a point 500 feet west of the 
westerly right-of-way line of Nauset Road; 

thence southerly and westerly 500 feet 
from and parallel to the said right-of-way 
line of Nauset Road to the easterly right-of
way line of Salt Pond Road; 
· thence southerly along the easterly right

of-way line of said Salt Pond Road to its 
intersection with the southerly right-of-way 
line of Nauset Road; 

thence westerly along the southerly right
of-way line of Nauset Road to its intersec
tion with the easterly right-of-way line of 
United States Route 6; 

thence southerly along the easterly right
of-way line of said Route 6 a distance of 
about four-tenths of a mile to the northerly 
b.oundary of the Eastham town hall prop
erty; 

thence easterly to a point one-tenth of a 
mile from United States Route 6; 

thence turning and running in a generally 
southerly direction paralleling the general 
alinement of United States Route 6 and gen
erally distant therefrom one-tenth of a mile 
to a small stream approximately one-tenth 
of a. mile beyond Governor Prence Road 
extended; 

thence southeasterly along the said 
stream to the Orleans-Eastham town line; 

thence · along the Orleans-Eastham town 
line to the southerly tip of Stony Island; 

thence generally . southeasterly in the 
town of Orleans by Nauset Harbor Channel 
to a point due north of the northerly tip of 
Nauset Heights as depicted on United States 
Geological Survey Orleans quadrangle sheet 
(1946); 

thence due south to the 20-foot contour 
line in Nauset Heights as delineated on the 
said Orleans quadrangle sheet; 

thence generally southerly along the said 
20-foot contour to a point about one-tenth 
of a mile northerly of Beach Road; 

thence southwesterly along a line inter
secting Beach 'Road at a point two-tenths 
of a mile easterly of the so-called Nauset 
Road leading northerly to Nauset Heights; 

thence southerly to the head of a tributary 
to Little Pleasant Bay at the northerly tip of 
Pochet Neck as depicted on the said Orleans 
quadrangle sheet; 

thence generally southerly along the 
thread of channel of the said tributary 
passing westerly and southwesterly around 
Pochet Island and thence southwesterly into 
Little Pleasant Bay passing to westerly of 
the northerly tip of Sampson Island, the 
westerly tip of Money Head, and the south
westerly tip of Hog Island following in gen
eral the centerline of Little Pleasant Bay to 
Pleasant Bay; 

thence generally southeasterly in Pleasant 
Bay along a line passing midway between 
Sipson Island and Nauset Beach to a point 
on the Chatham-Orleans town line one
quarter of a mile westerly of the mean low
water line of Pleasant Bay on the westerly 
shore of Nauset Beach; 

thence generally southerly in Pleasant 
Bay in the town of Chatham along a line a 
quarter of a mile offshore of and parallel to 
the said mean low-water line of Pleasant 
Bay on the westerly shore of Nauset Beach 
to a point a quarter of a mile south of the 
mean low-water line of the southern tip of 
Nauset Beach; 

thence easterly rounding the southern tip 
of Nauset Beach along a line a quarter of a 
mile offshore of and parallel thereto; 

thence generally northerly and northwest
erly, and westerly along a line a quarter of a 
mile offshore of and parallel to the mean 
low-water line of the Atlantic Ocean on the 
easterly shore of Nauset Beach and on to the 
outer cape to the point of beginning. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing description 
of the Cape Cod National Seashore, there is 
excluded from said seashore the area within 
the town of Wellfleet, being a portion of 
Griffin Island, which is bounded and de
scribed as follows: 

Beginning at a point on the northerly side 
line of Duck Harbor Road distant 500 feet 
easterly from the mean high-water line of 
Cape Cod Bay; 

thence running easterly and southwest
erly by the northerly and easterly right-of
way line of Duck Harbor Road to the north
erly right-of-way line of Chequesset Neck 
Road; 

thence northwesterly, westerly and south
westerly by the northerly right-of-way line 
of Chequesset Neck Road to a point distant 
500 feet easterly from the mean high-water
line of Cape Cod Bay; and 

thence northerly by a line 500 feet distant 
easterly from and parallel to the mean high
waterline of Cape Cod Bay to the point of 
beginning. 

In event water access from Pleasant Bay 
and/or Nauset Harbor is closed from the 
ocean the Secretary shall take imm.edia te 
action to provide an adequate passage from 
those inland waters to the Atlantic Ocean 
and maintain such opening thenceforth. 

SEc. 2. (a) The Secretary of the Interior 
(hereinafter referred to as "Secretary") is 



1961 C-oNGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENAT-E 12349 
authorized to acquire by p~chase, gift, con::
demnation, transfer from any Federal 
agency, exchange, or otherwise, t}?.e land·, · 
waters, and other property, and improve- . 
ments thereon and any interest therein, · 
within the area which i5 described· in sec
tion 1 of this Act or which lies within the 
boundaries of the seashore as described pur- · 
suant to section 3 .of this Act {both to
gether hereinafter in this Act referred to as 
"such area")_. Any property, or interest 
therein, owned by· the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, by any of the towns referred 
to in section 1 of this Act, or by any other 
political rubd1vision of said Commonwealth 
may be acquired only with the concurrence 
of such owner. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, any Federal property lo
cated within such area may, with the con
currence of the agency having custody 
thereof, be transferred without consideration 
to the administrative jurisdiction of the Sec
retary for use by him in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized (1) to use 
donated and appropriated funds in making 
acquisitions under this Act, and (2) to pay 
therefor not more than the fair market 
value of any acquisitions which he makes 
by purchase under this Act. 

(c) In exercising his authority to acquire 
property by exchange, the Secretary may ac
cept title to any non-Federal property lo
cated within such area and convey to the 
grantor of such property any federally 
owned property under the jurisdiction of 
the Secretary within such area. The prop
erties so exchanged shall be approximately 
equal in fair market value: Provided, That 
the Secretary may accept cash from or pay 
cash to the grantor in such an exchange in 
order to equalize the values of the proper
ties exchanged. 

The Secretary shall report to the Congress 
on every exchange carried out under author
ity of this Act within thirty days from its 
consummation, and each sucn report shall 
include a statement of the fair market val
ues of the properties involved and of any 
cash equalization payment made or received. 

(d) As used in this Act the term "fair · 
market value" shall mean the fair market 
value as determined by the Secretary, who 
may in his discretion base his determination 
on an independent appraisal obtained by 
him. 

SEC. 3. (a) As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act and fol
lowing the acquisition by the Secretary of 
an acreage in the area described in section 
1 of this Act that is in the opinion of the 
Secretary efficiently administrable to carry 
out the purposes of this Act, the Secretary 
shall establish Cape Cod National Seashore 
by the publication of notice thereof in the 
Federal Register. 

(b) Such notice referred to in subsection 
(a) of this section shall contain a -detailed 
description of the boundaries of the seashore 
which shall encompass an area as nearly as 
practicable identical to the area described 
in section 1 of this Act. The Secretary shall 
forthwith after the date of publication of 
such notice in the Federal Register ( 1) send 
a copy of such notice, together with a map·· 
showing such boundaries, by registered or· 
certified mall to the Governor of the Com
monwealth of Massachusetts and to the 
board of selectmen of each of the towns re
ferred to in section 1 of this Act; (2) cause 
a copy of such notice ·and map to be pub
lished in one or more newspapers which· 
circulate in each of such towns; and (3) 
cause a certified copy of such notice, a copy 
of such map, and a copy of this Act ·to be. 
recorded at the registry of deeds for Barn
stable County, .Massachusetts. 

SEc. 4. (a) ( 1) The beneficial owner .or 
owners of improved property which the Sec~ 
retary acquires by condemnation may elect, 
as a condition to such acquisition, to retain 
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the .right ~f. u~e and occupau"cy of the said 
property f.or noncommercial residential pur
poses for a term of ;twenty-five years, or tor 
such lesser time as the said owner· or owners · 
may elect at the 'time of. such acquisition. · 

- (2) The beneficial owner or owners, not 
being a corporation, of a freehold estate in 
linproved property which property the Sec
retary acquires by cond-emnation, who held, 
on September 1, 1959, with respect to such 
property, an estate of the same nature and 
quality, may elect, as an alternative and 
nut in addition to whatever right of election 
he or they might have under paragraph (1) 
of this subsection, to retain the right of use 
and occupancy of the said property for non
cbmmercial residential purposes (i) for a 
term limited by the nature and quality of 
his or their said estate, if his or their said 
estate is a life estate or an estate pur auter · 
vie, or (11) for a term .ending at the death of 
such owner or owners, or at the death of the 
survivor of them, if his or their said estate is 
a'n estate of fee simple. 

" (3) Where such property is held by a nat
ural person or persons for his or their own 
liTe or lives or for the life or lives of another 
or others (such person or persons being here
inafter called "the . life tenant"), with re
mainder in another or others, any right of 
e~ection provided for in paragraph (2) of 
this subsection shall be exercised by the life . 
tenant, and any right of. .election provided 
for in paragraph (1) of this subsection shall 
be exercised by the concurrence of the life 
tenant and the rem~inderman or remainder
men. 

( 4) The beneficial owner or owners of a 
term of years in improved property which 
the Secretary acquires by condemnation may 
elect, as a condition to such -acquisition; to 
retain the right of use and occupancy of the 
said property for noncommercial residential 
purposes for a term not to exceed the re
mainder of his or their said term of years, 
or a term of twenty-five years, whichever 
shall be the lesser. The owner or owners of 
the freehold es-tate or estates in such prop
erty may, subject to the right provided for 
in the preceding sentence, exercise such right 
or rights of. election as -remain to them under 
paragraphs (1) and .(2) of. this subsection. 
· (5) No right of election accorded by para

graphs (1), (2), or {4) of this subsection 
shall be exercised to impair substantially · 
the interests of. holders of encumbrances, 
liens, assessments, or other charges upon or 
against the property. 

(6) Any right or rights of use and occu
pancy retained pursuant to paragraphs ( 1), 

- (2), and (4) of this subsection shall be held 
to run with the land, and may be freely 
transferred and assigned. 

(7) In any case where a right of use and 
occupancy for life or for a fixed term of years 
is retained as provided in paragraph (1), (2), 
or (4) of. this subsection, the compensation · 
paid by the Secretary for the property shall 
not exceed the fair market value of the prop
erty on the date of its acquisition by the 
Secretary, less the fair market value on such 
date of the said right retained. 

(8) The Secretary shall have authority to 
terminate any right of use and occupancy of 
property, retained as provided in paragraph 
(1), ( 2), or ( 4) of. this subsection, at any 
tlme after the date when any use occurs 
with respect to such property which fails to 
conform or is in any manner opposed to or 
inconsistent with any appllcable standard 
contained in regulations issued pursuant to 
section 5 of. this Act and in effect on said 
date: Provided, That no use which is in con- · 
formity with the provisions of a zoning by
law 'approved in accordance with said sec
tion & which is .in ror9e and applicable to 
such property shall be. held to fah to con
form or be oppoeed to or · inconsistent with 
any such standard. · Iri the event that the 
Secretary exercises the authority conferred 
by this paragraph, he shall pay to the owner 
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of the right so terminated an amount equal 
to the fair market · value of. the portion of 
said ·right which remained on the date of 
termination; 

(b) (1) The Secretary's authority to ac
quire property by condemnation shall be 
suspended with respect to all improved prop
erty .located within such area in all of the 
towns referred to in section 1 of this Act 
for one year following the date of its enact
ment. 

(2) Thereafter such authority shall be 
suspended with respect to all improved prop
erty located within such area in any one of 
such towns during all times when such town 
shall have in force and applicable to such 
property a duly adopted, valid zoning bylaw 
approved by the Secretary in accordance 
with the provisions of section 5 or· this Act. 

(c) The Secretary's authority to acquire 
property by condemnation shall be sus
pended with ·respect to any particular prop
erty which is used for commercial or in- · 
dustrial purposes . during any periods when 
such use is permitted by the Secretary and 
during the pendency of the first application 
for suph permission made to the Secretary 
after the date of enactment of this Act pro
vided such application is made not later . 
than the· date of establishment of the sea- · 
shore. · 

(d) The term "improved property," wher- , 
ever used in this Act, shall mean a detached, 
one-family dwelling the construction of 
which was begun before September 1, 1959 
(hereinafter referred to as · "dwelling"), to
gether with so much· of the· land on which 
the dwelling is situated,. the said land being 
in the same ownership as the dwelling, as 
the Secretary shall designate to be reason- ; 
ably ·necessary for the enjoyment of. the . 
dwelling for the sole purpose of noncom- : 
mercial .residential use, .together .with any 
structures accessory to the dwelling which 
are situated on the land so designated. The · 
amount of the land so designated shall in 
every case be at least three acres in area, 
or all of such lesser amount as may be held 
in the same ownership as the dwelllng, and 
in making such designation the Secretary 
shall take into account the manner of non
commercial resJdential use in which the 
dwe111ng and land have customarily been 
enjoyed: Provided, however, That the Secre
tary may exclude from the land so designated 
any beach or waters, together with so much 
of the land adjoining such beach or waters 
a8 the Secretary may deem necessary for 
public access thereto. . 
· {e) Notning in this section or elsewhere 

hi this Act shall be construed to prohibit 
the use of condemnation as a means of. ac
quiring a clear and marketable title, free of 
any and all encumbrances. 

SEc. 5. (a) As soon after the enactment 
of. this Act as may be practicable, the Sec
retary shall issue regulations specifying 
standards for approval by him of zoning by
laws for purposes of section 4 of this Act. 
The Secretary may issue amended regula
tions specifying standards for approval by 
hlm of zoning bylaws whenever he shall 
consider such amended regulations to be de
sirable due to changed or unforeseen condi
tions. 

All regulations and amended regulations 
proposed to be issued under authority of the 
two preceding sentences of this subsection 
shall be submitted to the Congress and to 
the towns named in section 1 of this Act 
at least ninety calendar days (which ninety 
days, however, shall not include days on 
which either the House of Representatives or 
the Senate is not in session because of an 
adjournment of more than three calendar 
days to a day certain) before they become 
effective and the Secretary shall, before 
promulgating any such proposed regulations 
or amended regulations in final form, take 
due account of a.ny suggestions for their 
modification which he may receive during 
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said ninety-day period. All such regulations 
and amended regulations shall, both in their 
proposed form and in their final form, be 
published in the Federal Register. 

The Secretary shall approve any zoning 
bylaw and any amendment to any approved 
zoning bylaws submitted to him which con
forms to the standards contained in the 
regulations in effect at the time of the adop
tion by the town of such bylaw or such 
amendment unless before the time of adop
tion he has submitted to the Congress and 
the towns and published in the Federal 
Register as aforesaid proposed amended 
regulations with which the bylaw or amend
ment would not be in conformity, in which 
case he may withhold his approval pending 
completion of the review and final publica
tion provided for in this subsection and shall 
thereafter approve the bylaw or amendment 
only if it is in conformity with the amended 
regulations in their final form. Such ap
proval shall not be withdrawn or revoked, 
nor shall its effect be altered for purposes 
of section 4 of this Act by issuance of any 
such amended regulations after the date of 
such approval, so long as such bylaw or such 
amendment remains in effect as approved. 

(b) The standards specified in such regu
lations and amended regulations for approval 
of any zoning bylaw or zoning bylaw amend
ment shall contribute to the effect of (1) 
prohibiting the commercial and industrial 
use, other than any commercial or indus
trial use which is permitted by the Secre
tary, of all property within the boundaries 
of the seashore which is situated within the 
town adopting such bylaw; and (2) promot
ing the preservation and development, in 
accordance with the purposes of this Act, 
of the area comprising the seashore, by 
means of acreage, frontage, and setback 
requirements and other provisions which 
may be required by such regulations to be 
included in a zoning bylaw consistent with 
the laws of Massachusetts. 

(c) No zoning bylaw or amendment of a 
zoning bylaw shall be approved by the Sec
retary which (1) contains any provision 
which he may consider adverse to the pres
ervation and development, in accordance 
with the purposes of this Act, of the area 
comprising the seashore, or (2) fails to have 
the effect of providing that the Secretary 
shall receive notice of any variance granted 
under and any exception made to the 
application of such bylaw or amendment. 

(d) If any improved property with re
spect to which the Secretary's authority 
to acquire by condemnation has been sus
pended by reason of the adoption and ap
proval, in accordance with the foregoing 
provisions of this section, of a zoning bylaw 
applicable to such property (hereinafter 
referred to as "such bylaw")-

( 1) is made the subject of a variance 
under or an exception to such bylaw, which 
variance or exception fails to cori.form or is 
in any manner opposed to or inconsistent 
with any applicable standard contained in 
the regulations issued pursuant to this sec
tion and in effect at the time of the passage 
of such bylaw, or 

(2) is property upon or with respect to 
which there occurs any use, commencing 
after the date of the publication by the 
Secretary of such regulations, which fails 
to conform or is in any manner opposed 
to or inconsistent with any applicable stand
ard contained in such regulations (but no 
use which is in conformity with the provi
sions of such bylaw shall be held to fail 
to conform or be opposed to or inconsistent 
with any such standard), 
the Secretary may, at any time and in his 
discretion, terminate the suspension of his 
authority to acquire such improved prop
erty by condemnation: Provided, however, 
That the Secretary may agree with the owner 
or owners of such property to refrain from 

the exercise of the said authority dur1ng 
such time and upon such terms and con
ditions as the Secretary may deem to be in 
the best interests of the development and 
preservation of the seashore. 

SEC. 6. The Secretary shall furnish to any 
party in interest requesting the same, a cer
tificate indicating, with respect to any prop
erty located within the seashore as to which 
the Secretary's authority to acquire such 
property by condemnation has been sus
pended in accordance with the provisions of 
this Act, that such authority has been so 
suspended and the reasons therefor. 

SEc. 7. (a) Except as otherwise provided 
in this Act, th~ property acquired by the 
Secretary under this Act shall be admin
istered by the Secretary, subject to the pro
visions of the Act entitled "An Act to estab
lish a National Park Service, and for other 
purposes", approved August 25, 1916 (39 
Stat. 535) , as amended and supplemented, 
and in accordance with laws of general ap
plication relating to the national park sys
tem as defined by the Act of August 8, 1953 
(67 Stat. 496); except that authority other
wise available to the Secretary for the con
servation and management of natural re
sources may be utilized. to the extent he 
finds such authority will further the pur
poses of this Act. 

(b) (1) In order that the seashore shall 
be permanently preserved in its present 
state, no development or plan for the con
venience of visitors shall be undertaken 
therein which would be incompatible with 
the preservation of the unique flora and 
fauna or the physiographic conditions now 
preva111ng or with the preservation of such 
historic sites and structures as the Secretary 
may designate: Provided, That the Secre
tary may provide for the public enjoyment 
and understanding of the unique natural, 
historic, and scientific features of Cape Cod 
within the seashore by establishing such 
trails, observation points, and exhibits and 
providing such services as he may deem 
desirable for such public enjoyment and 
understanding: Provided further, That the 
Secretary may develop for appropriate public 
uses such portions of the seashore as he 
deems especially adaptable for camping, 
swimming, boating, sailing, hunting, fish
ing, the appreciation of historic sites and 
structures and natural features of Cape Cod, 
and other activities of similiar nature. 

(2) In developing the seashore the Sec
retary shall provide public use areas in such 
places and manner as he determines will 
not diminish for its owners or occupants 
the value or enjoyment of any improved 
property located within the seashore. 

(c) The Secretary may permit hunting 
and fishing, including shellfishing, on lands 
and waters under his jurisdiction within 
the seashore in such areas and under such 
regulations as he may prescribe during open 
seasons prescribed by applicable law. The 
Secretary shall consult with officials of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and any 
political subdivision thereof who have juris
diction of hunting and fishing, including 
shellfishing, prior to the issuance of any 
such regulations, and the Secretary is au
thorized to enter into cooperative arrange
ments with such officials regarding such 
hunting and fishing, including shellfishing, 
as he may deem desirable, except that the 
Secretary shall leave all aspects of the prop
agation and taking of shellfish to the towns 
referred to in section 1 of this Act. 

The Secretary shall not interfere with 
navigation of waters within the boundaries 
of the Cape Cod National Seashore by such 
means and in such areas as is now cus
tomary. 

SEc. 8. (a} There is hereby established a 
Cape Cod National Seashore Advisory Com
mission (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Commission") . 

(b) The Commission shall be composed 
of ten members each appointed for a term 
of two years by the Secretary as follows: 

(1) Six members to be appointed from 
recommendations made by each of the 
boards of selectmen of the towns referred to 
in the first section of this Act, one member 
from the recommendations made by each 
such board; 

(2) One member to be appointed from 
recommendations of the county commis
sioners of Barnstable County, Common
wealth of Massachusetts; 

(3) Two members to be appointed from 
recommendations of the Governor of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; and 

(4) One member to be designated by the 
Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary shall designate one 
member to be Chairman. Any vacancy in 
the Commission shall be filled in the same 
manner in which the original appointment 
was made. 

(d) A member of the Commission shall 
serve without compensation as such. The 
Secretary is authorized to pay the expenses 
reasonably incurred by the Commission in 
carrying out its responsibilities under this 
Act upon vouchers signed by the Chairman. 

(e) The Commission established by this 
section shall act and advise by .affirmative 
vote of a majority of the members thereof. 

(f) The Secretary or his designee shall, 
from time to time, consult with the members 
of the Commission with respect to matters 
relating to the development of Cape Cod 
National Seashore, and shall consult with 
the members with respect to carrying out the 
provisions of sections 4 and 5 of this Act. 

(g) No permit for the commercial or in
dustrial use of property located within the 
seashore shall be issued by the Secretary, 
nor shall any public use area for recreational 
activity be established by the Secretary 
within the seashore, without the advice of 
the Commission, if such advice is submitted 
within a reasonable time after it is sought. 

(h) (1) Any member of the Advisory Com
mission appointed under this Act shall be 
exempted, with respect to such appointment, 
from the operation of sections 281, 283, 284, 
and 1914 of title 18 of the United States 
Code and section 190 of the Revised Statutes 
(5 U.S.C. 99) except as otherwise specified 
in subsection (2) of this section. 

(2) The exemption granted by subsection 
( 1) of this section shall not extend-

(i) to the receipt or payment of salary 
in connection with the appointee's Govern
ment service from any sources other than 
the private employer of the appointee at the 
time of his appointment; or 

(ii) during the period of such appoint
ment, and the further period of two years 
after the termination thereof, to the prose
cution or participation in the prosecution, 
by any person so appointed, of any claim 
against the Government involving any mat
ter concerning which the appointee had any 
responsibility arising out of his appointment 
during the period of such appointment. 

SEc. 9. There are authorized to be appro
priated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act; except 
that no more than $16,000,000 shall be ap
propriated for the acquisition of land and 
waters and improvements thereon, and 
interests therein, and incidental costs relat
ing thereto, in accordance with the provi
sions of this Act. 

SEc. 10. If any provision of this Act or the 
application of such provision to any person 
or circumstance is held invalid, the re
mainder of this Act or the application of 
such provision to persons or circumstances 
other than those to which it is held invalid 
shall not be affected thereby. 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend-
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ments of the House, request a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. ANDER
soN, Mr. BIBLE, Mr. GRUENING, Mr. AL
LOTT, and Mr. DWORSHAK the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EN
ROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO
LUTION SIGNED 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bill . and joint resolu
tion, and they were signed by the Vice 
President: 

H.R. 4324. An act to provide uniformity in 
certain conditions of entitlement to reenlist
ment bonuses under the Career Compensa
tion Act of 1949, and for other purposes; and 

H.J. Res. 472. Joint resolution providing for 
the apportionment to the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts of its share of funds author
ized for the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1963. 

MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CUL
TURAL EXCHANGE ACT OF 1961 
HAS THE SUPPORT OF A MA
JORITY OF THE AMERICAN 
PEOPLE 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, this 

body and the American people, as well 
as countless peoples throughout the 
world, are indebted to the distinguished 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee [Mr. FULBRIGHT], and to the able 
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
MUNDT] for their respective contribu
tions to our educational and cultural 
exchange programs. 

It is my conviction that S. 1154 repre
sents a further advance in this field, by 
providing for more flexibility and co
herence of administration in these im
portant programs. Although it is not
my intent at this time to speak to the 
technical features of this measure, we 
may all reca11 a rather highly publicized 
instance, last summer, involving some 
African students, which revealed some 
of the limitations of the rigidity of our 
present statutes. 

As I understand the bill introduced by 
the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT], one of its purposes is to 
provide sufficient flexibility in admin
istration to Qbviate the necessity of ap
pealing to private sources in such an 
instance. Indeed, the entire measure 
seems devoted to the aim of bringing 
greater efficiency and effectiveness to a 
bipartisan program in which we have 
had more than a decade of fruitful ex
perience, and which has the endorse
ment of an overwhelming majority of 
the American people. 

It is appropriate, therefore, to submit 
at this time added evidence of the popu
lar support for our exchange program. 
On July 8, Mr. President, a group of 34 
students from 19 nations began a week-

end visit in Charleston, -W. Va., as part 
of the culmination of their year's study 
in the United States. 

The Charleston Gazette on that day 
printed a most perceptive and persuasive 
editorial in support of the contributions 
of our exchange program to better inter
national comity and understanding. I 
would add only a few words regarding 
the particular benefits to the United 
States. 

During the 19th century and the early 
part of the 20th century, the education 
of an American was scarcely thought 
complete until he had studied in one of 
the great universities of England, France, 
or Germany. Especially was this so 
among academicians and professional 
people. Americans thus educated abroad 
often looked upon those years as the high 
point of their lives, and frequently re
tained a special loyalty and attachment 
for the countries in which they studied. 
It is not inconceivable that the United 
States and the cause of democracy will be 
similar beneficiaries of our sponsorship 
of foreign students in this country in the 
years ahead. 

It is my belief that the pending meas
ure will enhance the prospects of realiz
ing this goal. In support of this assump
tion, and to offer further testimony of 
the endorsement of our exchange pro
gram at the community level, I request 
unanimous consent that the editorial 
from the Charleston Gazette of July 8 be 
printed in the RECORD in connection with 
my remarks. · 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PERSON-TO-PERSON PLANS BRING BEST 

UNDERSTANDING 

Few subjects generate more discussion and 
heat than how the United States can best 
use its foreign aid funds to best advantage to 
best serve the interests of the United States. 

Without starting the controversy anew we 
would like to suggest that as a force :for un
derstanding and for promotion of good will 
between peoples of different cultures the 
various programs involving the interchange 
of citizens of one country with another are 
in the long run as important and as signifi
cant as anything yet developed. 

Today, 34 foreign students from 19 nations 
arrive in Charleston to spend the weekend 
with hosts of the Stonewall Jackson High 
School Chapter o:f the American Field Serv
ice and students of South Charleston High 
School. They represent a fraction of the 
1,847 students from foreign countries 
throughout the world who have spent the 
past year studying in American schools. Fol
lowing their visit here they head for Wash
ington, New York, and home. 

While in Charleston these guests will be 
feted at open houses, at a series of neigh
borhood parties, and tomorrow their sched
ule includes swimming and a picnic at the 
Charleston Tennis elub. 

Admittedly, everyone-guests and hosts
will be on his best behavior, careful not to 
hurt each other's feelings and on guard 
against broaching 1>ensitive subjects that 
might offend. Still, after the introductions, 
after the adults have retired from the scene, 
and after the shy formalities have given way 
to youthful exuberance and impatience, we 
suspect the conversational interchanges will 
be interesting, informative, and pertinent. 
Youth 1s usually lnqulsltlve and has tts own 
special way of cutting through hypocrisy 
and cant. 

Each participant' in this project will learn 
a little more about the world in which he 
lives. Each will discover what he probably 
already comprehends but possibly has not 
had the chance to learn by personal expert~ 
ence: That people the world over are pretty 
much the same-with the same drives, the 
same ambitions, and the same appreciation 
for the good, the bad, ·the beautiful, the 
ugly, even though they may ditrer by defini
tion or by perception as to wha~ these terms 
imply. 

In this frightfully complicated, dreadfully 
confused, and eternally suspicious world, 
there is nothing quite like the person-to
person approach to provide fruitful informa
tion, to clear up misunderstandings and to 
quiet unfounded :fears. In short, if there 
is ever to be an end to war, people are going 
to have to get to know each other. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the Senator from West 
Virginia for support of this program and 
for his kind remarks about me. I ap
preciate what he has said. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am very grate
ful for the Senator's leadership in this 
vital endeavor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, am 
I to understand that we are working 
under allotted time at the present time, 
or not under allotted time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. While 
the Senator from Montana was out of 
the Chamber, the Senate, by unanimous 
consent, gave permission for several 
Senators, including the last Senator to 
speak, the Senator from West Virginia, 
to proceed without the time being 
charged to either side. 

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY GOVERN
MENT OFFICIALS OF THE REPUB
LIC OF MALI 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 2 minutes, irrespective of the current 
rule of procedure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senato:r 
from Tennessee? Without objection, the 
request is granted. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, today the 
United States Senate has been honored 
with a visit by the Minister of State of 
the Republic of Mali, Mr. Jean Marie 
Kone. This distinguished gentleman 
occupies the second position of leader
ship in his new, growing, dignified, and 
respected country. 

With him at lunch with the Subcom
mittee on African Affairs of the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, of which sub
committee I have the honor to be 
chairman, were the following gentlemen: 

Mr. Mamadou Gologo, Secretary of 
State for Information and Tourism. 

Mr. Assamou Dialio, a Member of the 
National Assembly of the Republic of 
Mali; 

Mr. Sekou Kansave, a Member of the 
National Assembly of Mali; 

Mr. Sory Ibrahima Keita, secretary 
general of a youth committee, and His 
Excellency the Ambassador from Mali. 

These distinguished gentlemen have 
done us the honor of being our guests 
and exchanging with us, which privilege 
and honor we enjoyed, the views which 
they hold and the views which we hold 
of the problems which their country 
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faces, the problems which our country 
faces, problems common to all mankind. 

It is for the purpose of paying our 
respects to these distinguished gentle
men from the Republic of Mali and to 
extend the good wishes of the U.S. Senate 
and of the people of the United States 
of America that I take this moment of 
time of the U.S. Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On be
half of the membership of the Senate, 
the Chair wishes to acknowledge the 
presence in the gallery of the distin
guished visitors referred to by the Sen
ator from Tennessee, to welcome them 
to this tribunal of democracy and free
dom, and to assure them that they are 
welcome. [Applause, Senators rising.] 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CUL
TURAL EXCHANGE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (S. 1154) to provide for the 
improvement and strengthening of the 
international relations of the United 
States by promoting better mutual un
derstanding among the peoples of the 
world through educational and cultural 
exchanges. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized for 
1 minute. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. May I inquire of 
the Senator from South Dakota whether 
amendment D is the pending amend
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending amendment is amendment D, 
offered by the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. Amendment D. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 

wish to speak, or shall I proceed? 
Mr. MUNDT. I should appreciate it if 

the Senator from Arkansas would take a 
little time to indicate whether perhaps 
he is willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not wish to 
preclude the Senator from speaking, if 
he wishes to make a statement, but I am 
prepared to make a statement. 

Mr. MUNDT. I shall be happy to 
listen to the Senator. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have remaining on the 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 20 minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. President, the amendment, which 
the able Senator from South Dakota dis
cussed yesterday, would have the effect 
of deleting any authority for payment 
for any travel of any dependents. The 
bill, as introduced, provides authority 

for payment for travel expense, ·not ·for 
incidental expenses or daily upkeep. 

The bill would not create a completely 
new authority. In the Comptroller 
General's letter of 1959, which has al
ready been put into evidence and I be
lieve is printed in the RECORD, there is 
reference to dependents, without a speci
fication of whether the dependents would 
be of Americans or· of persons of foreign 
nationality. That is an interpretation 
of the original act. It provided that de
pendents were contemplated and that 
payment for their travel expenses was 
perfectly legal. 

The existence of the limited authority, 
which is inherent in the existing law
which is title VIII of the Smith-Mundt 
Act-noted by the Comptroller General, 
is merely specified and is not created by 
S. 1154. We are putting into the lan
guage what we believe to be the existing 
law, although it was not specified. The 
authority was derived as an interpreta
tion of the existing language by the 
Comptroller General. • 

If the Senate accepts the amendment 
offered by the Senator from South Da
kota, deleting the reference to depend
ents, it would be interpreted, I am con
fident, at least by the House Committee 
on Appropriations, as a denial of the 
existing authority. In other words, it 
would be a retrogression in respect to 
authority now in existence. 

As I have already stated, the language 
does not cover incidental expenses, but 
only travel expenses of authorized de
pendents; and the transport of their 
bodies, if they should die during the 
tour of service. 

With respect to the administration of 
the existing law, only 156 dependents 
have been given travel expenses since 
the decision in 1959; and all of these 
have been dependents of Americans. 
That shows the limiting power of the 
appropriations process. 

I should like to state for the record 
the regulations under which the existing 
authority is administered. Under the 
existing law, as interpreted by the 
Comptroller General, the Department of 
State already has authority to pay for 
the transportation of dependent mem
bers of the immediate family of the 
principal grantees. This authority is 
currently being exercised in accordance 
with the following rules: 

First. Only those countries in which 
serious recruitment difficulties have been 
experienced are included in the plan. 

Second. Only grantees in the lecturer 
or teacher categories assigned to these 
countries for a full academic year are 
eligible. 

Third. Payment of dependents' travel 
is limited to one dependent member of 
the grantee's immediate family-which, 
in 9 cases out of 10, I think, would be his 
wife. 

Fourth. To keep the cost of the pro
gram to a minimum, those grantees 
electing to receive dependents' travel 
receive two round-trip air fares at the 
tourist or economy rate, or comparable 
surface transportation. In other words, 
they are simply given two tickets. Th~t 
is what it amounts to. No incidental ex
penses apply. 

The · extent to which this authority 
continues to be used can be very effec
tively controlled, as :lt has been, through 
the appropriating process. -
· Mr. President, I think it would be an 
unduly harsh limitation to deprive the 
Department of this authority, which has 
been used very sparingly and very sel
dom at a very small cost. For us to put 
on a rigid restriction, which would pro
hibit the making of any exception to the 
usual rule of not allowing travel for de
pendents, would be unduly harsh. I 
hope the Senate will not accept the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

AMENDMENT OF THE SOIL BANK 
ACT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Arkansas yield me 2 
minutes on the bill? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the ma
jority leader, the Senator from Mon
tana, 2 minutes from my time on the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pending 
business be laid aside temporarily, and 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of Calendar No. 498. I do so be
cause of the serious drought and grass
hopper condition in the Northern Plains 
States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2197) to amend section 107(a) (3) of the 
Soil Bank Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 2197) 
to amend section 107(a) (3) of the Soil 
Bank Act, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry with amendments, on page 1, line 
7, after the word "area", to insert "for 
use in the disaster area, the value of such 
hay, as determined by the Secretary, be
ing deducted from the annual payment 
applicable to such acreage"; on page 2, 
line 5, after "1962", to insert "Any de
duction made from conservation reserve 
payments because of any hay removal 
under this paragraph or because of graz
ing under section 107 <a) (4) may, in the 
discretion of the Secretary, be reduced 
by an amount equal to any sums ex
pended by the producers, but not to ex
ceed one dollar per acre, for the purposes 
of grasshopper control operations on the 
acreage from which the hay is removed 
or which is grazed"; in line 20, after the 
word "area", to insert "by livestock 
normally maintained in the disaster 
area, the value of such grazing to be de
ducted from the annual payment ap
plicable to such acreage" ; and, after line 

_ 21, to insert a new section, as follows: 
SEC. 3. Section 407 of the Agricultural 

Act of 1949, as amended, is hereby amended 
. by deleting the period at the end of the 
fifth sentence and adding to such sentence 
the following: "and shall make feed owned 
or controlled by it available at any price not 

a less than 75 per centum of the current sup-
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port price for such feed (or a comparable 
price if there is no current support price) for 
assistance in the preservation and mainte
nance of livestock in any area of the United 
States where, because of fiood, drought, fire, 
hurricane, earthquake, storm, disease, in
sect infestation, or other catastrophe h such 
area, the Secretary determines that an emer
gency exists which warrants such assistance, 
such feed to be made available only to per
sons who do not have, and are unable to 
obtain through normal channels of trade 
without undue financial hardship, sufficient 
feed for livestock owned by them." 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 107(a) (3) of the Soil Bank Act, as 
amended, is further amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: "The Secre
tary may, if he determines it necessary, per
mit the removal of hay from conservation 
reserve acreage adjacent to or nearby the 
disaster area for use in the disaster area, the 
value of such hay, as determined by the Sec
retary, being deducted from the annual 
payment applicable to such acreage. The 
authority of the Secretary to permit the re
moval of hay from conservation reserve acre
age because of damage, hardship, or suffer
ing caused by severe drought, flood, or other 
natural disaster shall expire on June 30, 
1962. Any deduction made from conserva
tion reserve payments because of any hay 
removal under this paragraph or because of 
grazing under section 107(a) (4) may, in the 
discretion of the Secretary, be reduced by an 
amount equal to any sums expended by the 
producer, but not to exceed one dollar per 
acre, for the purposes of grasshopper control 
operations on the acreage from which the 
hay is removed or which is grazed." 

SEC. 2. Section 107(a) (4) of the Soil Bank 
Act is amended by adding at the end thereof 
the following: "Under the authority to per
mit grazing on conservation reserve acreage 
in order to alleviate damage, hardship, or 
suffering caused by severe drought, fiood, or 
other natural disaster, the Secretary may, if 
he determines it necessary, permit the graz
ing of conservation reserve acreage adjacent 
to or nearby the disaster area by livestock 
normally maintained in the disaster area, the 
value of such grazing to be deducted from 
the annual payment applicable to such 
acreage." 

SEC. 3. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended, is hereby amended by 
deleting the period at the end of the fifth 
sentence and adding to such sentence the 
following: "and shall make feed owned or 
controlled by it available at any price not 
less than 75 per centum of the current sup
port price for such feed (or a comparable 
price if there is no current support price) 
for assistance in the preservation and main
tenance of livestock in any area of the 
United States where, because of fiood, 
drought, fire, hurricane, earthquake, storm, 
disease, insect infestation, or other catas
trophe in such area, the Secretary deter
mines that an emergency exists which war
rants such assistance, such feed to be made 
available only to persons who do not have, 
and are unable to obtain through normal 
channels of trade without undue financial 
hardship, sufficient feed for livestock owned 
by them." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the amend
ments may be considered and agreed to 
en bl<>c; and that the bill, as thus 
amended, be regarded as original text. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
bill which is before the Senate has been 

cosponsored by the Senators from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY and Mr. 
McCARTHY], the Senators from North 
Dakota [Mr. BURDICK and Mr. YOUNG], 
the Senators from Montana [Mr. MANs
FIELD and Mr. METCALF], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY], and the 
Senators from South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT 
and Mr. CASE]. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an excerpt from the report of 
the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, submitted by the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The excerpt from the report (No. 
529) is as follows: 

This bill would authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to permit removal of hay 
from, or grazing on, conservation reserve 
lands adjacent to or near disaster areas. 
With the committee amendments it would 
also permit the sale by Commodity Credit 
Corporation of feed at any price not below 
75 percent of the support price, in any dis
aster area where because of drought or 
other catastrophe, such action is needed; 
and provide for grasshopper control. 

The committee amendments-
( 1) restrict the hay harvesting and graz

ing provisions to hay to be used in the dis
aster area and to grazing by livestock 
normally maintained in the disaster area; 

(2) require the value of such hay or 
grazing to be deducted from the annual 
payment applicable to the acreage harvested 
or grazed; 

(3) permit the Secretary to reduce any 
deduction from the annual payment in the 
disaster area or adjacent or nearby area on 
account of permitted haying or grazing by 
up to $1 to compensate the producer for 
expenditures for grasshopper control on the 
lands hayed or grazed; and 

(4) permit the Commodity Credit Corpo
ration to make feed available at not less 
than 75 percent of the support price for 
maintenance of livestock in disaster areas. 
Such feed relief could be made only to farm
ers in financial need of such assistance. 

The authority to permit removal of hay 
would expire June 30, 1962. 

DEPARTMENTAL VIEWS 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, July 10, 1961. 

Hon. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture and 

Forestry, U.S. Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR ELLENDER: Senate bill 2197, 

on which the Department has been requested 
to report, would amend sections 107(a) (3) 
and ( 4) of the Soil Bank Act, as amended, to 
provide that upon certification of necessity 
by the Governor of a State the Secretary 
may, if he determines it necessary to allevi
ate damage, hardship or suffering caused by 
severe drought, fiood, or other natural dis
aster within a designated disaster area, per
mit grazing or removal of hay from conserva
tion reserve acreage in areas adjacent to or 
nearby the designated disaster area. The ap
proval of the contract signer to permit graz
ing or removal of hay from such acreage 
would be reqUired. 

This Department recommends that the 
bill be passed with an amendment which 
would give the Secretary more flexible au
thority to supply livestock feed in emergency 
·areas. 

Under the soil bank program, the Secre
tary may permit grazing and the removal 
of hay from conservation reserve acreage 
within a designated disaster area. The ef-

feet of S. 2197 is to provide the same au
thority to the Secretary applicable to con
servation reserve acreage in areas adjacent 
to or nearby designated disaster areas and on 
the same ba-sis. 

Should this bill become law, it is con
templated that: 

1. The Department will function under 
this authority in the same manner as it is 
presently operating within designated dis
aster areas. 

2. Operations would be conducted under 
the direction of State and county ASC com
mittees. 

3. Hay removal or grazing would be au
thorized by the county committee upon ap
plication of the farmer who would agree to 
relet grazing rights to victims of the desig
nated drought area or to sell hay only to 
such persons at not to exceed a fair value 
estimated by the county committee. 

4. Conservation reserve payments other
wise due on such land would be reduced by 
the county committee's appraised value of 
the grazing or the hay. 

There will be some additional administra
tive costs if this legislation is enacted. The 
additional cost will depend on the extent of 
natural disasters calling for such action. 
The additional expense would probably aver
age about $10 per farm taking advantage of 
the action authorized. 

A proposed section 3 which would amend 
section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, is attached. It provides that 
CCC on such terms as the Secretary of Agri
culture may deem in the public interest, 
shall make feed owned or controlled by it 
available for assistance in the preservation 
and maintenance of livestock in any area of 
the United States where, because of fiood, 
drought, fire, hurricane, earthquake, storm, 
disease, insect infestation, or other catas
trophe, the Secretary determines that an 
emergency exists which warrants such 
assistance. 

The Department is desirous of giving all 
reasonable assistance a·s promptly as possi
ble to farmers in areas which have sustained 
damage from natural disasters. Existing leg
islation sometimes makes this impossible. 

The proposed amendment would permit 
more expeditious relief under section 407 
since assistance would not be confined to 
major disaster areas as determined under 
Public Law 875, 81st Congress, and would 
permit the Secretary to make CCC stocks of 
feed grain available under such terms and 
conditions as are most fitting to the existing 
emergency. 

Sincerely yours, 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN. 

SEc. 3. Section 407 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949, as amended, is hereby amended by 
deleting the period at the end of the fifth 
sentence and adding to such sentence the 
following: "and shall make feed owned or 
controlled by it available for assistance in 
the preservation and maintenance of live
stock in any area of the United States where, 
because of fiood, drought, fire, hurricane, 
earthquake, storm, disease, insect infestation 
or other castastrophe, the Secretary deter
mines that an emergency exists which war
rants sucli assistance." 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 

In compliance with subsection (4) of rule 
XXIX of the Standing Rules of the Sen
ate, changes in existing law made by the 
bill, as reported, are shown as follows (exist· 
ing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed 
in black brackets, new matter is printed in 
italic, existing law in which no change is 
proposed is shown in roman) : 

SOIL BANK ACT 
SEc. 107. (a) To effectuate the purposes 

of this title the Secretary is hereby author
ized to enter into contracts for periods of 
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not less than three years with producers de
termined by him to have control for the con
tract period of the farms covered by the 
contract wherein the producer shall agree; 

• • • • • 
(3) Not to harvest any crop from the 

acreage established in protective vegetative 
cover, excepting timber (in accordance with 
sound forestry management) and wildlife 
or other natural products of such acreage 
which do not increase supplies of feed for 
domestic animals, and except that the Sec
retary may, with the approval of the con
tract signers, permit hay to be removed from 
such acreage if the Secretary, after certifi
cation by the Governor of the State in which 
such acreage is situated of the need for 
removal of hay from such acreage, deter
mines that it is necessary to permit removal 
of hay from such acreage in order to allevi
ate damage, hardship, or suffering caused 
by severe drought, flood, or other natural 
disaster. The Secretary may, if he deter
mines it necessary, permit the removal oj 
hay jrom conservation reserve acreage ad
jacent to or nearby the disaster area for 
use in the disaster area, the value oj such 
hay, as determined by the Secretary, being 
deducted from the annual payment appli
cable to such acreage. The authority of the 
Secretary to permit the removal of hay from 
conservation reserve acreage because of 
damage, hardship, or suffering caused by 
severe drought, flood, or other natural disas
ter shall expire on June 30, 1962. Any de
duction made from conservation reserve 
payments because of any hay removal under 
this paragraph or because of grazing under 
section 107(a) (4) may, in the discretion oj 
the Secretary, be reduced by an amount 
equal to any sums expended by the producer, 
but not to exceed one dollar per acre, for 
the purposes of grasshopper control opera
tions on the acreage from which the hay is 
removed or which is grazed. 

(4) Not to graze any acreage established 
in protective vegetative cover prior to Jan
uary 1, 1959, or such later date as may be 
provided in the contract, except pursuant 
to the provisions of section 103(a) (3) hereof; 
and if such acreage is grazed at the end of 
such period, to graze such acreage during the 
remainder of the period covered by the con
tract in accordance with sound pasture man
agement. 

Under the authority to permit g1·azing on 
conservation reserve acreage in order to 
alleViate damage, hardship, or suffering 
caused by severe drought, flood, or other 
natural disaster, the Secretary may, if he 
determines it necessary, permit the grazing 
oj conservation reserve acreage adjacent to 
or nearby the disaster area by livestock 
normally maintained in the disaster area, 
the value of such grazing to be deducted 
from the annual payment applicable to such 
acreage. 

AGRICULTURAL ACT OF 1949 

SEc. 407. The Commodity Credit Cor
poration may sell any farm commodity 
owned or controlled by it at any price not 
prohibited by this section. In determining 
sales policies for basic agricultural commodi· 
ties or storable nonbasic commodities the 
Corporation should give consideration to the 
establishing of such policies with respect 
to prices, terms, and conditions as it deter
mines will not discourage or deter manu
facturers, processors, and dealers from 
acquiring and carrying normal inventories 
of the commodity of the current crop. The 
Corporation shall not sell any basic agri
cultural commodity or storable nonbasic 
commodity at less than 5 per centum above 
the current support price for such com
modity, plus reasonable carrying charges: 
Provided, That effective with the beginning 
of the marketing year for the 1961 crop, the 
Corporation shall not sell any upland or 
extra long staple cotton for unrestricted use 
at less than 15 per centum above the cur-

rent support price for cotton plus reason
able carrying charges, except that the Cor
poration may, in an orderly manner and so 
as not to affect market prices unduly, sell 
for unrestricted use at the market price at 
the time of sale a number of bales of cotton 
equal to the number of bales by which the 
national marketing quota for such market
ing year is reduced below the estimated 
domestic consumption and exports for such 
marketing year pursuant to the provisions 
of section 342 of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938, as amended. The fore
going restrictions shall not apply to (A) 
sales for new or byproduct uses; (B) sales 
of peanuts and ollseeds for the extraction of 
oil; (C) sales for seed or feed if such sales 
will not substantially impair any price-sup
port program; (D) sales of commodities 
which have substantially deteriorated in 
quality or as to which there is a danger of 
loss or waste through deterioration or spoil
age; (E) sales for the purpose of establishing 
claims arising out of contract or against per
sons who have committed fraud, misrepre
sentation, or other wrongful acts with re
spect to the commodity; (F) sales for export; 
(G) sales of wool; and (H) sales for other 
than primary uses. Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, the Corporation, on such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary may deem 
in the public interest, shall make available 
any farm commodity or product thereof 
owned or controlled by it for use in relieving 
distress (1) In any area In the United States 
declared by the President to be an acute dis
tress area because of unemployment or other 
economic cause if the President finds that 
such use will not displace or interfere with 
normal marketing of agricultural commodi
ties and (2) in connection with any major 
disaster determined by the President to 
warrant assistance by the Federal Govern
ment under Public Law 875, Eighty-first 
Congress, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1855) and 
shall make teed owned or controlled by it 
available at any price not less than 75 per 
centum oj the current support price tor such 
jeed (or a comparable price if there is no 
current support price) for assistance in the 
preservation and maintenance of livestock 
in any area of the United States where, be
cause oj flood, drought, flre, hurricane, 
earthquake, storm, disease, insect infesta
tion, or other catastrophe in such area, the 
Secretary determines that an emergency 
exists which warrants such assistance, such 
teed to be made available only to persons 
who do not have, and are unable to obtain 
through normal channels of trade without 
undue financial hardship, sufficient feed for 
livestock owned by them. Except on a re
imbursable basis, the Corporation shall not 
bear any costs in connection with making 
such commodity available beyond the cost 
of the commodities to the Corporation in 
store and the handling and transportation 
costs in making delivery of the commodity 
to designated agencies at one or more cen
tral locations in each state. Nor shall the 
foregoing restrictions apply to sales of com
modities the disposition of which is desirable 
in the interest of the effective and efficient 
conduct of the Corporation's operations be
cause of the small quantities involved, or 
because of age, location or questionable con
tinued storability, but such sales shall be 
offset by such purchases of commodities as 
the Corporation determines are necessary to 
prevent such sales from substantially im
pairing any price-support program, but in 
no event shall the purchase price exceed the 
then current support prt,ce for such com
modities. For the purposes of this section, 
sales for export shall not only include sales 
made on condition that the identical com
modities sold be exported, but shall also in
clude sales made on condition that commodi
ties of the same kind and of comparable 
value or quantity be exported, either in raw 
or processed forr.n. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
President, the bill refiects a very practi
cal situation. Emergency legislation 
was limited in its interpretation to the 
grazing of lands in the soil bank, but 
was limited in its interpretation to the 
so-called drought-disaster counties, par
ticularly in the Northwest. Obviously 
the needs for hay and feed could only be 
supplied by utilizing lands where grass 
had grown. The present bill is intended 
to correct the interpretation that the 
earlier legislation received during its 
history in the House, as I understand, 
where it had been explained that the 
haying would take place only in the dis
aster counties. Obviously the relief had 
come from countries which were 
disaster counties. The present measure 
is intended to permit haying and grazing 
in areas adjacent to the disaster coun
ties on the so-called soil bank acres. 
Through action of the committee, sev
eral safeguards have been written into 
the measure to prevent the use of the 
forage from destroying the natural mar
kets. At the same time the amendments 
are designed to guard against exorbitant 
pricing for those who are suffering dis
aster. I think the proposed legislation 
is well conceived and should be promptly 
passed. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should 
like to add a few words in explanation of 
the emergency drought bill, of which I 
am a coauthor, and the amendments 
which were reported from the commit
tee, which go beyond the utilization of 
hay in areas adjacent to the disaster 
areas. Two very important additions 
were added by the committee which are 
of importance to the Senate, because 
they would be of great help around the 
country in meeting disaster conditions, 
whether caused by drought, fiood, hur
ricane, severe prairie fire, grasshopper 
plague, or other cause. 

The :first amendment would authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to make 
available to producers in the disaster 
areas Government feeds at a price set at 
not to exceed 75 percent of the 1961 
price-support program. 

This procedure would make feed avail
able to producers who have been under 
severe economic pressure because of 
natural disaster, and provide an oppor
tunity for them to keep their herds to
gether, and an opportunity to do some
thing to provide for themselves the feed 
which nature has denied them through 
this economic disaster. This is a pro
jection of what the Senate did in the 
previous Congress when it passed a bill 
introduced by the senior Senator from 
South Dakota to meet an emergency in 
the Midwest, and which provided a 
somewhat analogous provision for those 
producers. The program has worked 
out very successfully. I am glad the ex
periment initiated by my bill has worked 
so effectively. 

The second addition made by the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
provides that from the money which 
is received from the purchase of hay 
from the adjacent areas, the Secretary 
of Agriculture would be given permissive 
authority to allocate not to exceed $1 an 
acre to help eliminate the grasshopper 
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menace in those areas which have been 
harvested. This suggestion was brought 
to the attention of the committee by the 
distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. YoUNG], who has pointed 
out from his experience as a farmer 
that when hay is cut in such areas, a 
refuge which has been found by the 
grasshoppers is destroyed, and the 
grasshoppers immediately hop or fly out 
of the cut fields into the adjacent fields 
and begin their depredations. 

As a consequence, it was thought wise 
by the committee to add a provision 
which would give the Secretary of Agri
culture, under these circumstances, per
missive authority to allocate not to ex
ceed $1 an acre to the farmers in that 
area so that they can spray the grass
hoppers and do whatever is necessary to 
help eliminate the spread of the grass
hopper menace to adjacent areas. Sen
ator YouNG deserves real credit for his 
leadership on this matter. 

I thought the Senate should know 
about those two important provisions 
added by the committee because they, 
too, help to meet the emergency situa
tions confronted by ranchers and farm
ers in the disaster area. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendments to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time, and passed. 

MUTUAL EDUCATIONAL AND CUL
TURAL EXCHANGE ACT OF 1961 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 1154) to provide for the 
improvement and strengthening of the 
international relations of the United 
States by promoting better mutual un
derstanding among the peoples of the 
world through educational and cultural 
exchanges. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, with re
gard to the pending amendent, I should 
like to have the attention of the ma
jority leader. I think the amendment 
refers to an important departure upon 
which the Senate should voice its col
lective judgment. I am not so much 
concerned about utilizing the remaining 
22 minutes of my time as I am in hav
ing a yea-and-nay vote on the amend
ment. If we can contrive a way, by 
unanimous consent or otherwise, to bring 
Senators to the floor in order to have 
a yea-and-nay vote on my amendment, 
I am prepared to yield back the majority 
of the time which has been allocated 
to this side. 

I do not know how we can do so un
der the circumstances, but I seek the 
guidance and cooperation of the ma
jority leader on that point. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for a quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 4 minutes. I regret that it is 
necessary to press the amendment, but 
if we are to keep this program in the 
form in which it has operated so suc
cessfully for the past dozen years, and 
if we are not going to open the door en
tirely to the payment for bringing in
numerable dependents to this country, 
it is essential that the amendment be 
adopted. 

The Senator from Arkansas has just 
read from a letter written by the Comp
troller General. Under the interpreta
tion of the law as it now exists, he is ex
actly right, that these limitations on 
dependents have prevailed. However, the 
proposed language removes these limita
tions. As a matter of fact, the commit
tee report itself says-and I quote from 
page 13 of the report: 

The section-

That is the section under considera
tion now-

The section also is intended to broaden the 
existing authority to provide for certain ex
penses of accompanying dependents, whose 
travel and transportation may now be pro
vided to a limited degree under existing 
legislation. 

Let us take a look at the bill to see 
how much we will broaden it. We will 
broaden it to include the purposes of 
section 102 of the bill now before us, 
S. 1154. What does the section provide? 
It provides for "visits and interchanges 
between the United States and other 
countries of leaders, experts in fields of 
specialized knowledge or skill, and other 
influential or distinguished persons." 

That language expands the subject far 
beyond the occasional payment for the 
visits by dependents who are visiting 
scholars or professors, which is now au
thorized under existing legislation. 

Then we read in the next subsection 
a further expansion, which could place 
a great burden on the taxpayers by 
bringing other dependents to this coun
try under the proposed program, because 
subsection (ii) includes tours in coun
tries abroad by creative and performing 
artists and athletes from the United 
States, individually and in groups, rep
resenting any field of the arts, sports, 
or any other form of cultural at
tainment. 

It provides not only for the exchange, 
with dependents, but also for the re
verse programs. It provides for any 
people coming from abroad engaging in 
the fields of arts, sports, or any other 
form of cultural attainment. They may 
have their dependents paid for regard
less of the number and regardless of the 
length of their stay. 

Then we go even further in subsection 
(iii) : 

The United States representation in in
ternational artistic, dramatic, musical, 
sports, and other cultural festivals, competi
tions, meetings, and like exhibitions and as
semblies. 

It provides for the reverse, for anyone 
coming to this country to participate in 

an artistic performance or dramatic per
formance. As I pointed out yesterday, 
that would include the Bolshoi Ballet 
troupe coming over here, or any musical 
activity, such as a great band or a great 
orchestra. Their dependents could come 
here and their coming would be paid for 
by our American taxpayers unless the 
type of amendment which I have offered 
and which is presently before the Senate 
is adopted. It includes sports, such as 
baseball teams and basketball teams, 
even the Russian chess team, or golfers. 
They could all come to this country and 
bring their dependents. We would pick 
up the tab for their expenses while they 
were here, and for their living costs, and 
if one of them should sustain an acci
dent, also the cost of the hospitalization; 
and, of course, if one of them should die 
here, there would be included the cost of 
transporting the body back to his home 
country. 

This points up what, it seems to me, 
is a chronic difficulty which confronts 
us in the Senate. We start out with a 
very fine program-and we are all agreed 
that the exchange and cultural program 
is an outstanding program-and then 
we begin to load it up and expand it 
and enlarge it by providing additional 
authority, until finally it becomes a co
lossal expense. 

I recognize that in this age of SSS
the swift spending sixties-it has become 
old fashioned to mention the word 
economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time-

Mr. MUNDT. I trust that the Pre
siding Officer is not using his gavel to 
hammer me out of order because I have 
mentioned economy on the floor of the 
Senate, but only to remind me that my 
time has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield myself 4 addi
tional minutes. I do not know what we 
can do about it. I do not have too much 
hope from discussing this important sub
ject successfully in the presence if ink
wells and sand pots on the desks of 
Senators, and I do not know how we are 
going to communicate to Senators, who 
are busy elsewhere, what they are being 
asked to do. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. KEATING. Under existing law, 

the authority to bring dependents to the 
country is not given. Is that correct? 

Mr. MUNDT. It is not given except, 
as the Senator from Arkansas has 
pointed out, in limited cases under the 
interpretation of the Comptroller Gen
eral, under which interpretation a per
son can be brought to this country if he 
is the dependent-the wife or child or 
mother or someone in the immediate 
family-of an exchange scholar or pro
fessor. The proposal now before the 
Senate would expand this highly meri
torious consideration to hosts of visitors, 
including athletic teams and visiting 
dramatic troupes. 

Mr. KEATING. No matter how 
many children were involved? 

Mr. MUNDT. No matter how many 
children were involved. This opens it 
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up wide. It provides specifically that 
dependents of a professor, for example, 
may be brought here, or perhaps two 
wives, if the professor happens to be 
from a country where they have differ
ent marriage ethics, or a different con
cept of family life. He may happen to 
be a multiple-wife individual, and he 
could bring those people here. Of 
course it is important that we maintain 
good relations with the Arab world and 
the Mohammedan world. Therefore, if 
a Mohammedan scholar has 4 wives and 
40 children, he, too, would be eligible to 
be brought here under the proposal. 

Mr. KEATING. This poses what to 
my mind would be a rather ridiculous 
extension, except that it would not be 
mandatory. 

Mr. MUNDT. It would not be re
quired. 

Mr. KEATING. It is discretionary 
with someone as to whether the United 
States will pay the costs of bringing 
these people over. 

Mr. MUNDT. It is entirely discre
tionary. In that respect, it seems to me, 
we are running into a very serious 
matter of diplomatic relations, in the 
creation of good will. Obviously an ad
ministrator, confronted by the Appro
priations Committee, is going to be re
luctant to tell an Arab with 40 children 
and 4 wives to have them come here, 
and probably would in a case like that 
discriminate in favor of a Scandinavian 
professor with 2 children and 1 
wife. That is not any way to create 
good will. That is not the way to try 
to win friends and influence people, by 
giving an administrator a right to dis
criminate which he must necessarily 
have to exercise, because of his fear of 
the Appropriations Committee, to reject 
certain people simply because they have 
a different system of marriage ethics 
than the one we have in the United 
States. 

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from 
South Dakota has made a convincing 
case. Even if his amendment is re
jected, I believe he has performed a 
service, because we must understand 
that whoever administers the program 
will be in much trouble with Congress 
if he permits such abuses as the Senator 
has referred to. 

Mr. MUNDT. It would not be an 
abuse if Congress passes the proposed 
legislation. I think the administrator 
would have a very definite obligation to 
treat a visitor from a Mohammedan 
country, who brought his 40 children 
with him, in exactly the same way as he 
treated a visitor from a Scandinavian 
country who brought a small family with 
him. 

If we make this proposal the official 
American policy by adopting it in this 
vote, I ce1·tainly would not expect the 
administrator to create ill will through
out the world by discriminating against 
people who have large families and mul
tiple wives; and I hope he would not. 
It is highly important that we create 
good will in the developing areas of the 
world and not limit this concession, this 
gratuity, this extension of the franking 
privilege to include the travel of depend
ents throughout our country, only to 

certain select groups from selected areas 
of Western Europe. 

Mr. KEATING. Does the Senator 
from South Dakota have any figures to 
show the cost, to date, of the adminis
tration of this part of the program; 
namely, the very limited travel which is 
permitted dependents under present 
regulations? 

Mr. MUNDT. The cost now is only 
a few million dollars because, as the 
senatot has correctly pointed out, under 
existing law travel is severely circum
scribed. It is limited to one dependent. 
It is limited to certain categories of 
dependents who enter the country with 
certain types of foreign visitors. It is 
working well. 

The proposal of the committee would 
open wide the gate to include everyone 
for all purposes, regardless of the num
ber of dependents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 additional minute. 

Mr. KEATING. I realize that accu
rate figures probably are not available, 
but does the Senator from South Dakota 
have any estimated :figures as to the 
probable cost of such a program if all 
the wives and all the children of ex
change visitors were permitted to come 
into this country? 

Mr. MUNDT. I think that would be 
impossible to estimate. I have been in 
foreign countries and have visited with 
families so large that it would be neces
sary to charter a plane to bring them all 
to this country. That could be very ex
pensive, unless we rejected this proposal. 
I believe it is impossible to calculate the 
expense. The Appropriations Commit
tee appropriates funds for the adminis
tration of the act. The administrator 
would have to determine how much 
money he was willing to devote to this 
purpose. But there, again, we should 
not begin a process of discrimination 
among our foreign friends, with whom 
we desire to maintain cordial relation
ships regardless of the size of their 
families. 

Mr. KEATING. Does the proposal in 
the bill include members of the imme
diate family, or does it simply use the 
word "dependents"? 

Mr. MUNDT. It uses the word "de
pendents." I assume that would mean 
a child, a mother, a wife. 

Mr. KEATING. Does it refer to the 
dependent members of the immediate 
family? 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes; a child, a wife, a 
sister, a brother. 

Mr. KEATING. If they were living 
with the family, would parents or 
brothers or sisters or wives be included? 

Mr. MUNDT. I presume that the 
well-recognized definition of "depend
ent" as it applies in the filling out of an 
income tax return probably would be 
applicable in this instance. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the Senator 
from South Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Dakota 
has expired. 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield myself 2 addi
tional minutes. 

I was starting to say, before my col
loquy with the Senator from New York, 
that I recognized that anyone who even 
mentions the word "economy" in the 
Senate this year is accused of being 
hopelessly old fashioned. I was a little 
fearful, when I heard the gavel fall, that 
perhaps I was even out of order. But 
if I am not required to take my seat on 
the ground that I am out of order in 
discussing economy, I should like to 
speak for a few moments about economy, 
because we have a tremendous need in 
this country for necessary survival ex
penditures. That makes it all the more 
essential to economize in other areas. 

The programs comprised in the Ful
bright Act, the Smith-Mundt Act, and 
similar acts are an important part of 
our foreign policy. But if they are run 
into the ground by opening up the gates 
to the extent that the bill provides, I 
think we will not only endanger the 
program, but will · jeopardize the sol
vency of the Government, because we 
immediately commit ourselves to these 
vast expenses. 
· In my opinion, the proposal has one 

other very serious deficiency. During the 
12 years the Smith-Mundt Act and the 
Fulbright Act have been in operation, I 
have had the experience, and I feel cer
tain the Senator from Arkansas has had 
similar experience, because our names 
happen to be attached to the acts of a 
large number of temporary students in 
this country visiting my office after 
their tour of study had been concluded, 
and asking, "Can you not help me to 
stay in the United States?" 

I feel certain that in the last dozen 
years more than 50 such students have 
come to my office. They are almost 
tearful when they enter. They like our 
country, and that is fine. But it is 
necessary to explain that the purpose of 
the Smith-Mundt Act is not to induce 
these persons to become immigrants to 
America, but is intended to give them 
the thrill and the privilege of attending 
school in America, and then to go back 
to their homelands and inculcate in 
their own countries those elements of 
our society and economic system which 
they like and approve. 

If they bring their whole families here 
with them, it will be that much more 
difficult to persuade them to return to 
their own countries. Under the act, of 
cow·se, they can be deported; but that 
is not the way to win friends and influ
ence people. So long as their families 
remain at home, the visitors to this 
country have that additional magnet to 
pull them back after their tour of duty 
in the United States has been completed. 

So on the basis of economy-which I 
am afraid is a hopeless plea in this 
body-in the interest of protecting the 
program and making it work for the 
purposes for which it is intended, which 
is to train people in this country so that 
they may return to their home coun
tries and practice those things they 
agree to, I urge that the amendment be 
adopted. 

Mr. . FULBRIGHT~ Mr. President, 
does the Senator from South Dakota 
yield back the remainder of his time? 
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Mr. MUNDT. I have not done so, but 

I am prepared to yield back the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from South 
Dakota. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. ·I announce that 

the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BIBLE], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE], 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. KERR], the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. LONG], and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent 
on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is paired with the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Minnesota would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from Maryland would vote 
''yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD] is paired with the Sen
ator from California [Mr. ENGLE]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Virginia would vote "yea," and the Sena
tor from California would vote "nay." 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. BIBLE], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], and the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. LoNG J would each vote 
"nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is detained on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM
PHREY]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Maryland would vote "yea," 
and the Senator from Minnesota would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 42, as follows: 

All ott 
Beall 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case, N.J. 

[No. 93] 
YEAS-47 

Case, S. Dak. 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ervin 

Fong 
Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Javits 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Keating 

Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, La. 
Miller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Prputy 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Church 
Clark 
Dodd 
Ellender 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 

Bible 
Butler 
Byrd, Va. 
Chavez 

Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 

NAY&-42 

Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

Hart Morse 
Hayden Moss 
Hickey Muskie 
Hill Neuberger 
Jackson Pastore 
Kefauver Pell 
Long, Mo. Proxmire 
Magnuson Randolph 
Mansfield Smith, Mass. 
McCarthy Sparkman 
McGee Symington 
McNamara Williams, N.J. 
Metcalf Yarborough 
Monroney Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-11 
Engle 
Hartke 
Humphrey 
Kerr 

Long, Hawaii 
McClellan 
Wiley 

So Mr. MuNDT's amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I move 
that the vote by which the amendment 
was adopted be reconsidered. 

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I call 
up my amendment "6-28-61-A." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is pro
posed on page 5, lines 12 and 13, to strike 
out ", including financing the attendance 
at such studies by persons from other 
countries". 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I think 
we can dispose of this amendment rather 
quickly, if I may have the attention of 
the Senate, because the issue is very 
simple and clear. The question is 
whether we want to now extend the ex
change program so that the U.S. tax
payer will be paying for the education 
of foreign students in foreign schools. 

Largely, the issue is whether or not 
we want to provide Federal aid to educa
tion abroad before we finalize the deci
sion on whether there is to be Federal 
aid to education at home. 

Under the proposed program, the U.S. 
agency would be able to pay the travel 
expenses, living expenses, and tuition of 
students attending foreign schools, in
stead of transferring them to this coun
try, as was intended in the original act, 
and as it has operated so successfully in 
the past. 

I may also add, for the information of 
the Senate, because we have a goodly 
number of Senators present, that I have 
only two other amendments. The sec
ond amendment would deny the use of 
these funds through the agency of the 
United Nations and UNESCO, and keep 
the funds under the control of the Amer
ican Government. I think that is highly 
important. 

The third amendment would restore 
the loyalty clearance, which requirement 
we have had so successfully for 12 years, 
and not permit the weakening of the 
loyalty checks. 

"I am proud to say there have been no 
instances of disloyal persons being trans
ferred under the operation of the Ful
bright Act or the Smith-Mundt Act. I 
see no reason in the world to loosen the 
screen and to open up the floodgates. 

Those are the three final amendments 
I am proposing. 

The pending amendment would deny 
authority to extend the exchange pro
gram so that students could go, for ex
ample, from a home in Turkey to the 
university at Heidelberg, Germany, at 
the expense of the American taxpayer. 
I think it is important that we bring 
these students to this country, where 
they can experience American contact, 
where they can be on American college 
campuses, where they can live in Ameri
can homes, and attend American 
churches. 

The whole concept of the program is 
that, through these exchanges, the per
sons who come to this country will tend 
to carry back to their home countries a 
little piece of America. There they are 
able, slowly but surely, to eradiate and 
spread this concept to their associates. 
I think that is a sound program. 

It seems to me it is altogether too 
costly and altogether out of context to 
the program to extend it to the point 
where students may go from an un
developed country to a college in Eng
land, Germany, or some other country, 
at the expense of the taxpayers of the 
United States. 

Under the original act, there was au
thority for support of American-sup
ported colleges abroad, like Roberts Col
lege and like the American university 
at Beirut. But, as the committee report 
itself says, this proposal extends the 
authority to include assistance in the 
establishment of such schools and in
stitutions in areas where they do not 
now exist and to provide for the at
tendance of students thereon. 

My main concern is that we ruin a 
good program when we carry it to ex
treme. I think a good argument could 
be made on occasion for helping a stu
dent abroad go to a certain college. 
But, good gracious Aunt Nellie, when 
we are taking months to decide whether 
we are going to have Federal aid to 
education in this country, to decide to 
expand such aid on a global basis is 
going too far too fast. 

My amendment would strike out the 
third-country exchange. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 5 minutes. 
There has been considerable experi

ence in seminars which have been cen
ters for American students, usually with 
American professors, very often with 
professors who have been sent abroad 
under this program, where they have 
gathered together in certain places. I 
attended one at Oxford. 

The seminars have been held at Salz
burg. other teachers come to the semi
nars-very often these are summer 
seminars-for studies relating to Amer
ica; usually American history, the Amer
ican constitutional system, the American 
economy, or any other thing pertinent 
to America. 
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As a matter of fact, I think this is 
one of the most economical ways we 
can use some of these funds. Travel 
is very expensive. It is very expensive 
to bring people from many remote lands 
to America. Many of the students, es
pecially the professors, cannot attend 
for a full year. This program enables 
these people to get a very satisfactory 
training for a short period of time for 
a minimum of money. 

We had a program at Salzburg for a 
couple of years. It was quite successful. 

Instead of this being extravagant, as 
the Senator from South Dakota indi
cated, we believe and the administration 
believes that this is a very efficient way 
to spend the money. We get as much or 
perhaps more for our money from these 
seminars than we get from any other 
activity in the program. This is espe
cially true in areas like Africa and the 
Middle East, which are quite far from 
America geographically and to which the 
cost of travel is very great. 

The amendment would put a very 
severe limitation upon the administra
tion and would adversely affect the pro
gram, if it were agreed to. I hope the 
Senate will reject the amendment. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. I should like to support 

the Senator from Arkansas in his opposi
tion to this particular amendment. I 
supported the previous amendment of
fered by my colleague, but I cannot sup
port this amendment. 

If we are to make the educational ex
change really count, we must have a 
clear understanding it is education we 
are after. There must be freedom to 
locate education where it will be the most 
effective and will do the most good. 

In my own experience, I have found 
that students studying under American 
auspices in other countries get the flavor 
of what we are trying to do as effectively 
as in the United States. There is great 
economy, very often, both in respect to 
travel time and cost. The program gives 
us a mobility we might not otherwise 
have. It carries out the concept that our 
empire, in terms of education, is the 
world-is the mind of man. 

I join the Senator in opposing the 
amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the 
Senator's support. 

Does the Senator from South Dakota 
wish to yield back the remainder of his 
time? Is the Senator ready to vote? 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I shall 
not detain the Senate long. 

In addition to the refresher courses 
which have been pointed out, the com
mittee report states very clearly that 
this type of program can be attended by 
foreign nationals either making a first 
contact with American educational 
techniques or taking refresher courses. 
I submit that is going too far. I submit 
that we will not receive the maximum 
benefits and results simply by trying to 
assure that foreign students, no matter 
how meritorious they are, receive college 
educations. 

This program has been conceived to 
be one of bringing students to America, 

where they get much more than an edu
cation. These students get to see 
America. They read American news
papers; they live with Americans. 
American students in turn go abroad. 
There is an entirely new emphasis con
templated, Mr. President, which, it 
seems to me, will be not only expensive 
but also will open up an entirely new 
type of program almost impossible to 
control. 

The Senator from Arkansas mentions 
that for a while this was done at Salz
burg. That is correct. The Appropria
tions Committees of the Congress 
stopped it. It is not done now, because 
it proved to be too costly. It was not 
giving the results desired. It simply 
provided a nice blanket for the trans
porting of people from one country to 
another at American expense. 

I should like to do that, if we had an 
unbounded amount of money. We run 
out of money at times. We have dif
ficulty in providing for our own edu
cational problems in this country. Our 
American dollars are not unlimited in 
quantity. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. I know there are Amer
ican universities in various countries. I 
do not know whether it is called an 
American university or not now, but 
Roberts University is one, at Istanbul. 
One is located at Beirut. I think there 
is one at Cairo. 

Is there any provision in the Fulbright 
Act or in the Smith-Mundt Act which 
permits grants to students to attend 
those American universities? 

Mr. MUNDT. That is covered in the 
original act, Public Law 402. My amend
ment would not change it. The amend
ment would knock out the new authority 
to expand the program to other institu
tions. 

Mr. COOPER. If the amendment 
should be agreed to, students could re
ceive grants to attend those American 
universities? 

Mr. MUNDT. The amendment would 
not at all change the provision in Pub
lic Law 402, which I can identify for 
the record so that it will be clear. The 
section in the original act which covers 
that matter would not in any way be 
changed. It is included in the basic act, 
and it would not be changed. The 
amendment deals only with the new au
thority to be provided under the bill. 

Mr. Pr esident, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment, and then I 
shall be willing to yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the Senator 

from Ohio. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Is the language which 

the Senator is asking to strike new lan
guage in the bill, or is it contained in 
existing law? 

Mr. MUNDT. I am seeking to strike 
some new authority to be granted under 
the bill. There is language in the exist
ing law with respect to American schools 
abroad. That would not be changed. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The language "in
cluding financing the attendance at such 
studies by persons from other countries'' 
is new, and that is what the Senator is 
asking to strike. 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator is corr·ect. 
Is the Senator from Arkansas prepared 

to yield back the remainder of his time? 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield to me first? 
Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I directed a question 

to the Senator from South Dakota. He 
was looking for the section in the law. I 
should like to know if the Senator from 
Arkansas is in agreement with the Sen
ator from South Dakota on this point. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As to the amend
ment? 

Mr. COOPER. No. If the amend
ment should be agreed to, is there any 
provision in the law which would be 
continued which would permit students 
to attend American universities in other 
countries, such as the American uni
versity in Beirut, or the one at Cairo? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Only if the stu
dent came from that same country. 

Mr. COOPER. The student could at
tend those universities. 

Mr. MUNDT. The language of the 
committee bill, I am sure, does not strike 
the provision of Public Law 402 per
mitting assistance to those schools. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; it does not. 
Mr. MUNDT. It does not strike it. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from South Dakota yield? 
Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Under the pro

vision in the bill as it is now written, 
would it be possible to finance the edu
cation of some person abroad in a col
lege behind the Iron Curtain? 

Mr. MUNDT. I do not think that 
would be very realistic. I suppose it 
would be possible. I am sure the com
mittee does not have that in mind. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. In handling these 
programs nothing is realistic. I should 
like to have some assurance as to 
whether the financing under this sec
tion, on page 5, might provide for at
tendance at colleges behind the Iron Cur
tain or for attendance at colleges which 
have Communist teachers who might be 
spreading propaganda. 

Mr. MUNDT. I assure the Senator 
that if my amendment is agreed to the 
students will not be able to attend those 
colleges. That is as far as I can go. 

If the Senator from Arkansas is will
ing to yield back the remainder of h is 
time, I am prepared to do so also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Arkansas yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to 
add that there are no such activities as 
the Senator has ment ioned behind the 
Iron Curtain. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Is there any re
st riction in the section? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator can 
read the author ity stated in section 4. 
There are no such institutions behind 
the Iron Curtain. 

Mr . DWORSHAK. The provision does 
not r estrict the benefits to any particu
lar group · of schools or colleges. 
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; and .neither McNamara. 

does the existing la;w. ·If a college ~~o~ey 
should be- established by our country on Morse . 
the moon, I , suppose theoretically . stu-. Moss 
dents could be sent there. · Muskie 

Neuberger Sparkman 
Pastore Stennis 
Pen Symington 
Proxmlre Williams, N .J. 
Randolph Yarborough 
Smith, Mass. Young, Ohio 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I suppose ::we NOT VOTING-9 
would send some students there.- Butler Hartke Long, Hawaii 

Humphrey McClellan 
Kerr Wiley yi;rr;·b~L~~I~:!'ind~r·ot~;i~:~ I ~k~e~a. 

MuNDT'.s _amendment was re-Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield So Mr. 
back the remainder of my time. jected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
question is on the amendment offered is open to further amendment. 
by the Senator from South Dakota. All Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I offer 
time has been yielded back: The yeas my amendment identified as "B". 
and nays have been ordered, and the The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. amendment will be stated. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 6, 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that lines 12 and 13, strike out ", the 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr BYRD], United Nation.s and other international 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], organizations,". 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM- On page 7, strike out lines 8 to 13, 
PHREY], the Senator from Oklahoma inclusive. 
[Mr. KERR], the Senator from Hawaii Mr. MUNDT. If Senators will turn 
[Mr. LoNG], and the Senator from Ar- to page 6, lines 12 and 13, of the bill, this 
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] are absent on amendment can be explained very easily. 
official business. The issue is whether we wish to change 

I also announce that the Senator from the program from one which is presently 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be- directed and controlled by the Depart
cause of illness. ment of State and the executive offices 

On this vote, the Senator from Minne- of this country through multilateral and 
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is paired with the bilateral agreements, or whether we 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER]. want to turn it over to the United Na
If present and voting, the Senator from tions and to UNESCO. This language 
Minnesota would vote "nay" and the on page 6 conveys authority to the 
Senator from Maryland would vote President: 
"yea." The President is authorized to enter into 

I further announce that, if present agreements with foreign nations-
and voting, the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Okla That is all right-
homa [Mr. KERR], and the Senator the United Nations and other interna
from Hawaii [Mr. LONG] would each tiona! organizations-
vote "nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] is detained on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Maryland would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Minnesota would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 
nays 51, as follows: 

40, 

All ott 
Beall 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case, s. Dak. 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 

[No.94] 
YEAS-40 

Eastland 
Ervin 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Holland 
Hruska 
Johnston 
Keating 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Miller 
Morton 
Mundt 
Prouty 

NAY8-51 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Engle 
Fulbright 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hickey 

RobertEon 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

Hill 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan 
Kefauver 
Long, Mo. 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Maruffield 
McCarthy 
McGee 

Such as UNESCO. 
I speak as a battle-scarred veteran of 

UNESCO, because that organization 
grew out of legislation which I intro
duced in the House of Representatives. 
It has proved to be very controversial, 
although it is correcting its record. I 
believe it is improving its techniques. 
We grapple with this problem every year 
in the Appropriations Committee. It 
gets an appropriation of its own. I have 
fought hard for it there. Certainly I do 
not believe that we ought to authorize 
the President to spend the money we ap
propriate under this act either through 
UNESCO or through the United Nation.s 
or through any other international 
organization. 

We should continue to maintain con
trol of it as we have in the past-con
trols emanating from this Government, 
and expanding both bilaterally and mul
tilaterally, but not permitting appropri
ations made for this purpose to be chan
neled out through the United Nations or 
through any other international organi
zation which we are unable to control. 
The effect of the language in the bill 
would be to grant the President un
limited authority in furtherance of 
either educational or cultural programs 
and to make agreements with interna
tional organizations. 

He already does have the authority, 
which has been used in the main con
structively through UNESCO, to work 
through the United Nations Organiza
tion. However, that is a specific appro-

priation for a specific purpose. Here we 
are dealing with multimillion-dollar· 
appropriations. Unless we correct the. 
language in the bill it will mean that 
the money which is appropriated can be 
channeled out through the United Na
tions as commitments are made. The 
United Nations would love to conduct 
these exchange programs, these educa
tional programs, with our money. We 
are just now licking our wounds over the 
very unhappy experience we have had 
with the United Nations financial ar
rangements in connection with the dif
ficulties in the Congo, where we have had 
an increased burden placed upon the 
American taxpayers, by causing the 
United States to pay an undue and an 
unfair share of the total cost. 

Time and again in the Appropriations 
Committee we have tried to reduce down 
to a third the part that the American 
taxpayers pay for the support of the 
United Nations activities.- In some areas 
we have not been able to do even that, 
despite the fact that there are now, in 
round figures, a hundred members of 
the United Nations, despite the fact that 
some other governments are in better 
condition financially than the United 
States, and despite the fact that our 
proportionate ratio would be much less 
than the third that is shouldered off to 
us in increasing percentages. 

Unless the language in the bill is cor
rected, it will mean that money which is 
appropriated 100 percent from the 
U.S. Treasury can be directed, chan
neled, and programed either by the 
United Nation.s or by UNESCO or by 
some other international organization. 
I do not believe we should commingle 
these programs. The Fulbright pro
gram, the Smith-Mundt program, and 
other programs have demonstrated a 
capacity to create results in the direc~ 
tion of American leadership. They 
should not be commingled with United 
Nations programs, programs sponsored 
by UNESCO, or programs conducted by 
any other international organization. 
The language of the bill has that sole 
purpose. The sole purpose of my 
amendment is to strike that language 
from the bill. 

Mr. President, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield 3 or 4 min
utes to me? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I have 
followed this particular phase of the bill 
fairly closely. I am deeply interested in 
the principle at stake in the bill. Like
wise, I am mindful of the understand
able concern of the Senator from South 
Dakota in his wish to strike certain Ian
guage from the bill involving running 
any of the educational exchanges or pro
grams through the United Nations. 

I believe it is important, however, that 
we seek to evaluate what it is we have 
in mind in our educational effort in this 
regard. I do not believe it is necessary 
to remind the Senate that education in 
pursuit of ideas is not a national image 
or a national entity; that ideas know no 
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national boundary lines or no legislative 
restraints; that we :fight ideas with 
ideas. 

We believe in the power of education. 
Now we are asked to circumscribe its 
freedom to operate and thus lose its to
tal capability of creating an impact in 
other parts of the world. I think we in 
this body would be guilty if we destroyed 
the language which the Senator from 
South Dakota seeks to eliminate by lim
iting our capability and our belief in the 
role of education in raising the intellec
tual level throughout the world. 

I can personally testify that there are 
sections of the world, particularly in 
many of the newly emerging areas, hav
ing real sensitivity-parts of Africa, 
parts of south Asia, parts of our own 
hemisphere-where we can direct the 
educational operations of any single 
country, however rightly or wrongly, in 
an attempt to propagandize or line up 
areas which have experienced colo
nialism. 

Those people, on the other hand, have 
developed a deep and abiding faith in 
what we call a world organization hav
ing unselfish purposes. 

However one may wish to quarrel 
with some of the mechanics of that or
ganization, the fact remains that not 
only are we committed to it and through 
it, but we are demonstrated believers 
in it, and thP chief strength of our dedi
cation to it is our utilization of it in 
order to raise the level, in measurable 
quantities around the world, by relying 
not on one approach only. I think we 
must make every approach we can con
ceivably take, so as not to prevent our 
friends in those areas where this pro
gram is amenable and acceptable to the 
countries involved. 

What the bill does is to carry the same 
belief and faith we have through an
other area and another economy, where 
it can reach people who otherwise might 
not be reached, in the interest of the 
objective we have in mind. 

I believe it is more proper for us, with 
our stature and our ~onfidence, to as
sure ourselves that we have the right to 
assume, before the eyes of the world, 
that we may carry this program one 
step further, in our conviction that edu
cation, unlimited, uninhibited, uncon
trolled, in the very broad philosophical 
sense, is the real power, the real re
source at our command. 

This further emphasizes to those 
questioning quarters of the world that 
we believe in what our words seek to 
convey; namely, that we believe in co
operative efforts among the nations of 
the world, through the United Nations, 
to try to achieve a higher level of human 
living and human ideals, and the 
achievement of those standards around 
the globe. 

For these reasons, it seems to me that 
the amendment of the Senator from 
South Dakota should be rejected. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. I endorse what 
the distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
has said. I also call the attention of 
Senators to the restrictions which have 
been placed in the authority, on page 7: 

In such agreements with the United Na
tions and other international organizations, 

the President may provide for equitable U.S: 
participation in and support for, including 
a reasonable share of the cost of, educational 
and cultural programs to be administered 
by such organizations. 

In other words, it is not intended by 
any means, that the United States shall 
pay all the cost. There are nations, par
ticularly some of our Latin American 
neighbors, which are reluctant to sign 
direct bilateral agreements, for fear of 
being accused of or infiuenced by what 
they call colonialism. There are coun
tries which are hypersensitive to that 
sort of thing. Nevertheless, the condi
tion exists. 

There are countries in which we have 
a great interest, but which do not wish 
to enter into these programs directly, 
for fear they will be accused, especially 
by neutral nations, of becoming satel
lites of the United States. However, they 
would be agreeable to a program ad
ministered by the OAS. 

The bill simply provides authority to 
the President, but it is not intended, by 
any means, that the United States shall 
pay the whole cost; only an equitable 
share. 

One other feature of the bill 1s the 
provision for, or the attempt to provide 
an opportunity to use some of the local 
currencies in the foreign countries, cur
rencies which it is very difficult for us to 
use now. We now have available some 
currencies which may not be convertible 
into hard currency or dollars, but which 
may be used in some countries that are 
contemplated by this authority. 

I do not believe there is much danger 
involved; on the other hand, there would 
be great opportunities to assist in the 
expansion of this kind of activity 
through the OAS, the United Nations, 
and NATO. 

Every time I have attended a con
ference of the NATO parliamentarians, 
it has, I believe without exception, 
adopted a resolution endorsing the idea 
of NATO scholarships among the var
ious NATO countries. 

Also, I believe this program would be 
valuable in the African area. 

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Ver
mont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I think 
the amendment of the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota might 
handicap the United States in its effort 
to fulfill the purposes of the act, and 
might possibly make its administration 
more expensive in the long run. 

I mention one specific interest, name
ly, the interest of the Western nations 
in improving conditions in the Congo
restoring the stability of the govern
ment and improving the health of the 
people of the Congo. One of the pro
grams which some of the nations are 
carrying on now is the training of a 
large number of Congolese to be, per
haps not doctors, but able. to give ade
quate medical care and treatment. 
Several hundred Congolese students are 
being sent to European schools, prin
cipally to schools in France, because the 
Congolese cannot speak English and 
they would lose a lot of time if they 
had to master a new language. Soine 

of them already had some training in 
the :fields they are pursuing. 

It seems to me that the United 
States would do better to cooperate 
with other countries, in cases such as 
the Congo, in carrying on these pro
grams, rather than to assume the full 
responsibility ourselves. 

We could not possibly do enough, all 
by ourselves, to meet the needs of those 
countries. So I believe we would ac
complish more if the responsibility were 
shared. 

In this connection, I refer to the fact 
that training -is being given in first aid, 
so that medical care can be given when 
it is needed-perhaps not as complete 
care as would be given by :first-grade 
doctors, but sufficient to be of very def
inite help to the people of these coun
tries. I am afraid that the amendment, 
if enacted, would handicap or prevent 
our participation in that work. I do 
not know the extent to which we are 
participating in it, at the present time, 
if at all. I would expect that the extent 
of our participation in it would be no 
greater than the extent to which we are 
participating in other similar interna
tional activities. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, on the 
question of agreeing to this amendment, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PELL 
in the chair). Is there a sufficient sec
ond? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 1 minute. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from South Dakota is recog
nized for 1 minute. . 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I can 
agree with all the noble sentiments ex
pressed by Senators who have been 
speaking in support of this program. 
My objection to this part of the pro
vision is that it would make possible 
the use of U.S. taxpayers' money, 
through the United Nations, in connec
tion with the program. At the present 
time we, ourselves, can do this work 
in the Congo-and it is good ·work
through multilateral agreements. There 
is now nothing in the world to prevent 
our State Department from making 
multilateral agreements with any coun
tries in the world. But I submit we do 
not want this program placed in the 
United Nations, where the Communist 
countries also would have something to 
say about how our money is spent in 
cultural exchange and education pro
grams. But that is exactly what would 
happen under this language of the bill. 

Furthermore, this part of the bill it
self offers no protection to the U.S. 
taxpayers. The Senator from Arkansas 
has stated that on page 7 the bill in
cludes the words "equitable U.S. par
ticipation." I direct attention to the 
words in line 9, as follows: "the President 
may provide for". 

That part of the bill does not say "the 
President shall provide for" or "the 
President must provide for", but it states 
that '·'the President may provide for". 

Mr. President, the Charter of the 
United Nations requires-by compul
sion...:...that the · Communists pay their 
fair share in the United Nations; but the 
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Communists do not do so. This part of 
the bill would permit the utilization of 
this fund through UNESCO. 

Members of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee realize full well that Russia 
has also reneged on its share or con
tribution to UNESCO. How far do we 
want to go in placing such burdens on 
the shoulders of U.S. taxpayers-not 
only in the case of our legitimate part 
of the expenses of such an organization, 
but also in the case of the parts which 
certain members of the United Nations 
refuse to pay? 

Furthermore, in connection with what 
all of us are trying to accomplish
namely, the spread, internationally, of 
Western civilization and Western 
ideals-it is important to realize that 
that achievement will not occur if the 
program is operated through the United 
Nations, with the Communists having 
the right to veto, as well as the right to 
vote and to help direct. I know some
thing about the UNESCO program, be
cause I was in at the borning. We wrote 
into the UNESCO charter a provision 
that there could not be a veto, and that 
the majority would control. But even 
in that case the presence of the Com
munists has prevented UNESCO from 
doing its work as well as it should. 

So, Mr. President, now to make these 
funds available to the United Nations, 
where the veto operates-as it did, only 
the other day, against us, again-and 
where the Russians have welshed on 
their responsibility to make their fair 
contributions, and only recently reneged 
on another part of them, would only 
thwart our attempts to achieve greater 
realization of the advantages of Western 
civilization and the Western way of life. 

Mr. President, today, under present 
law, our Secretary of State can enter into 
agreements with any country or group 
of countries in the Congo, in order to 
win their cooperation and their support. 
It seems to me that is the basis on which 
we should proceed. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from South Dakota 
yield? 
. Mr. MUNDT. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If I cor
rectly understand the legal situation, in 
the absence of the words the Senator 
from South Dakota seeks to have 
stricken out of the bill, the President 
could still make the agreements. The 
only difference would be that Congress 
would have to have an opportunity to 
see them-as in the case of the ratifica
tion of a treaty. 

Mr. MUNDT. Yes-although not 
even that. In the absence of the words 
which I wish to have stricken from the 
bill, the President could make such 
Executive agreements unilaterally. But 
I object to the part of the bill which 
would make possible the turning over of 
these U.S. funds to the United Nations 
and would make possible the use of those 
funds by the United Nations. 

The issue before us is whethe:r we .wish 
to make available uncounted additional 
U.S. taxpayers' dollars, which then could 
be used by the United Nations or by some 
other international organization entirely 
removed ·from control and qirection ~Y 

the U.S. Government, which taxes its 
people to provide the funds with which 
to support the program. The issue is as 
clear as the path to a country school
house. The Senate can decide it for 
itself. I merely wish to bring these 
points to the attention of the Senate, as 
it approaches the yea-and-nay vote. _ 

Mr. President, if the Senator from 
Arkansas is willing to yield back the 
remainder of the time under his control, 
I shall do likewise. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of the time 
under my control. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. First, Mr. President, 
will the Senator from South Dakota 
yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield; I did not real
ize that the Senator from Ohio was seek
ing recognition. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I note that the words 
the Senator from South Dakota seeks to 
have stricken from the bill constitute 
an expansion of the existing program. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I subscribe to the 

views which have been expressed in re
gard to opposition to channelizing of 
funds into the United Nations and other 
international organizations, inasmuch as 
we can achieve the same objectives 
through the normal processes, without 
going through those organizations. 

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Let me say we can also achieve those 
objectives by the established interna
tional cultural and exchange program 
under UNESCO, for which we appro
priate specifically every year. So, in ad
dition to multilateral agreements, an 
existing international organization is al
ready established for this purpose. I 
simply wish to maintain this U.S. pro
gram on its own, so it can continue the 
very successful operation it has achieved 
during the past number of years. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment lettered "B" of the Senator from 
South Dakota. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered; and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD l, 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
LoNG l, and the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. RoBERTSON] are absent on omcial 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEz] is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ] and the Senator from 
Hawaii [Mr. LONG] would each vote 
"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is paired with 
the- Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT
LER]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Minnesota would vote ''nay" 
and the Senator from . Maryland would 
vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] is 
necessarily absent. 

The. Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY l is detained on omcial business. 

On this vote the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Maryland would vote "yea" 
and the Senator from Minnesota would 
vote ''nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 35, 
nays 57, as follows: 

All ott 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Capehart 
Case, S.Dak. 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dworshak 
Eastland 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Engle 
Fulbright 
Gore 

Butler 
Byrd, Va. 
Chavez 

[No.95) 
YEA8-35 

Ellender 
Ervin 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Hruska 
Johnston 
Jordan 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, La. 
McClellan 
Miller 

NAYS-57 

Mundt 
Russell 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smith, Maine 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

Gruening Monroney 
Hart Morse 
Hayden Morton 
Hickenlooper Moss 
Hickey Muskie 
Hill Neuberger 
Holland Pastore 
Jackson Pell 
Javits P'routy 
Keating Proxmire 
Kefauver Randolph 
Kerr Saltonstall 
Long, Mo. Smathers 
Magnuson Smith, Mass. 
Mansfield Sparkman 
McCarthy Symington 
McGee Williams, N.J. 
McNamara Yarborough 
Metcalf Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-8 
Hartke Robertson 
Humphrey Wiley · 
Long, Hawaii 

So Mr. MuNDT's amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I of
fer an amendment on page 18, line 17, 
after the period, to insert the following 
language: 

The Commission shall make a special study 
of the past effectiveness of programs with 
emphasis on the activities of a reasonably 
representative cross section of past recipients 
of aid and shall submit a report to the 
Congress not later than June 30, 1962. · 

The purpose of my amendment is to 
have a report made to the Congress 
showing the effectiveness of the program. 
I do not contemplate that a person-by
person study of the 76,000 persons who 
have received aid under the program 
should be conducted. The study would 
relate to a reasonable cross section of re
cipients of aid in South America, in 
Africa, in the Far East, in the Middle 
East and in Europe. 

I make this proposal because discus
sions have arisen concerning the effec;
tiveness of the program. I am personally 
not certain, although I lean toward the 
belief that the program has been ef
fective. 

I respectfully ask the Senator from 
Arkansas to accept . the amendment. I 
think it is reasonable. It will not entail 
undue expense, and it will provide for 
the Congress in 1962 a report as to what 
we have been creating through the 
program. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself· 3 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized for 
S minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator's amendment bas 
merit. We are interested in having re
i>orts. We receive reports from indi
vidual countries now. Of course, we also 
receive an annual report, which reviews 
what has been done. 

If I correctly understand the amend
ment offered by the Senator, he would 
like to have a little more thorough re
view, with a cross section study, rather 
than a country-by-country analysis. I 
see no objection to the amendment, with 
the reservation that I do not wish to put 
the Department to an undue expense of 
having to look at the records for all the 
people involved. A representative cross 
section study as to what has happened to 
people would be interesting. We have 
had approximately 12 years of experi
ence. A world of information is avail
able. Primarily it is a matter of coor
dinating the information. 

I think it is something which ought to 
be done. 

The only concern I have is to keep the 
report within reasonable limits as to 
expense. I believe with the language 
of the amendment and the legislative 
record the Senator has made, this will 
be interpreted in the spirit that the De
partment would not try to run down 
everyone who has participated. Too 
many people are involved. 

With that explanation, I think it is a 
good amendment, and I am willing to 
take it to conference. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 1 minute? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized. 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad the chair
man of the committee is accepting the 
Lausche amendment and will take it to 
conference. I hope it will survive the 
conference. 

I have one additional suggestion to 
make. We receive many reports. We 
are in the habit, in the Senate, of call
ing for reports from one department or 
another. We receive the reports and 
nothing very much is done about them. 

As the chairman of the committee 
knows, I thought we had a very illumi
nating and helpful discussion this 
morning in the Committee on Foreign 
Relations as we talked about this pro
gram, in our examination of three nom
inees for posts of ambassador and one 
nominee to be an Assistant Secretary of 
State. 

I wish to suggest that the legislative 
history might show that, after we re
ceive the report; it will be the plan of 
some ·of us, at least, in the Committee 
on Foreign Relations-! assure the Sen
ator from Ohio I shall join with him
to make the report the subject of hear
ings with the people in charge of the 
program, so that we can discuss the re
port with them and ask them questions 
about the report in an official hearing of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate. 

I am sure the chairman of the com
mittce would not oppose such a legisla-

tive history. I am sure the chairman of 
the committee would be glad to join 
with the Senator from Ohio and the 
Senator from Oregon in scheduling such 
a meeting after the report has been 
received. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes, indeed. I 
think that would be a very proper 
procedure. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point in the debate 
a telegram from Lucia Chase, a director 
of the American Ballet Theater, who 
has made four tours abroad in associa
tion with the international cultural ex
change program. and who especially has 
been able to observe the effects of per
formances by American artists in pro
moting better mutual understanding 
among the people of the world, particu
larly those behind the Iron Curtain. 

In view of our discussions yesterday 
about some of the terrible entertain
ment that we export from this country, 
I thought it would be refreshing to have 
Mrs. Chase's testimony as to her own 
experience with a fine troupe of enter
tainers, the American ballet group. 

I ask unanimous consent also that fol
lowing Mrs. Chase's telegram there be 
printed in the RECORD a letter from Mr. 
William C. Bendig, the publisher of the 
magazine known as the Art Gallery, 
in which he heartily endorses the pur-
poses of the proposed legislation. · 

There being no objection, the telegram 
and letter were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

WATERBURY, CONN., July 5, 1961. 
Hon. PRESCOTT BUSH. 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O.: 

Having accompanied the American Ballet 
Theater as director on four tours abroad in 
association with the international cultural 
exchange program, I have been able per
sonally to observe the effect performances by 
American artists have had in promoting 
better mutual understanding among the 
people of the world, during recent tours 
particularly behind the Iron Curtain in 
Poland, Bulgaria, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and 
the SoViet Union. I have been impressed 
by the additional contribution which Amer
ican artists have been able to make off the 
stage, particularly young artists who are 
able to mix with the youth of foreign coun
'tries and through their exemplary behavior 
win admiration for the youth of America in 
general. For these reasons, I urge the pas
sage of the Mutual Educational and Cultural 
Exchange Act. 

LUCIA CHASE. 

THE ART GALLERY, 
Hollym·ojt, Ivoryton, Conn., June 30, 1961. 

Hon. PRESCOTT BUSH, 
Old. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SIR: Recently my attention was 
called to the fact tha4 there is a bill pend
ing before the Senate in regard to mutual 
education and cultural exchange. The num-
ber of the bill is S. 1154. · 
· As publisher of an art magazine, :r am 
particularly concerned with the cultural' en
vironment of our Nation and often ·involved 
with organizations and individuals who, will 
be directly affected by further development 
of the educational and cultural cli~ate. 

in addition to my normal contact . with 
this matter, I have deep personal convictions 

because I am well aquainted with the atti
tudes of Europeans on this ·subject. Having 
just returned from my usual annual 3-month 
stay .fn Europe. I am more sensitive than 
ever to the myth developed there which 
labels Americans "culturally uncivilized." 

During the past 3 years I have been re
sponsible for being and/or entertaining 
nearly a dozen intelligent Europeans in our 
country. Most of these Europeans have been 
friends of long standing and because of 
friendship they were always very frank in 
voicing criticism and opinions of America 
and Americans. These statements were 
rarely :flattering and lf at all positive were 
in most cases given with condescension. 

In every single case. after these Europeans 
had visited the United States and saw the 
facts for themselves, they not only changed 
their attitudes but they returned to their 
various countries respecting America and are 

' now defenders and champions. I had the 
good fortune on this past trip to overhear 
many of their positive and thought-out argu- 
ments in our favor. 

Forgive this long letter, but I hope it will 
be of value and that you will decide to 
vote in favor of the previously mentioned 
bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM 0. BENDIG, 

Publisher. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

On page 123 of the transcript of the 
hearings there appears the testimony of 
Mr. Coombs, who is the Assistant Secre
tary of State for Educational and Cul
tural Affairs. In questions propounded 
to him by myself he testified that the 
cumulative figures for 1949 through 1960 
showed that out of a total of 76,000 in 
all, 55,000 foreign exchanges came here, 
and 21,000 Americans went abroad. 

I do not contemplate that the study 
shall cover the 21,000 students of our 
country who went abroad, but it would 
embrace a reasonable cross section of the 
55,000 who came from foreign countries 
to our country. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
LAUSCHEJ. All time has been yielded 
back. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I call up 

my amendment 6-28-61-H. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment of the Senator from South 
Dakota will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 13, line 
4, immediately after the period, it is pro
posed to insert the following new sen
tences: 

I! an investigation made pursuant to this 
section develops any data reflecting that the 
person who is the subject of the investiga
tion is of questionable loyalty or is a ques
tionable security risk. the investigating 
agency shall refer the matter to the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation for the conduct of a 
full field investigation. The results of that 
full field investigation shall be furnished to 
the initial investigating agency, and to the 
agency by which the subject person is em
ployed, for information and appropriate ac
tion.. 

. The PRES'IDING OFFICER. The 
question is: on agr.eeing to the amendment 
·of the Senator from South Dakota. 



1961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 12363 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the pur

pose of the amendment is to button down 
specifically the security provisions which 
have worked successfully in this theater 
of activity for the past 12 years. In con
sultation with the chairman of the com
mittee and his counsel, I beUeve that the 
committee has in mind doing pretty 
much what the senior Senator from 
South Dakota has in mind, except that 
it would not specify the proposal so that 
we could be certain what kind of se
curity provisions we would have. 

Therefore, it has been suggested that 
I offer as a substitute for my amend
ment language which would achieve the 
same result, by spelling out, so all would 
know, what the security provisions are, 
in language which I shall now discuss. 
If the proposed language is agreeable 
to the chairman of the committee, I shall 
accept it in the form of a substitute for 
my amendment, and this part of our dis
cussion will be behind us without a roll
call. 

It has been suggested that beginning 
in line 4, page 13, in lieu of the proposed 
amendment which I have offered, ahead 
of the word "established" the word 
"now" be added. It is proposed then to 
strike out the word "the" so that the 
final sentence would read as follows: 
"shall be investigated to insure that the 
employment or assignment is consistent 
with the national interest in accordance 
with standards and procedures now es
tablished by Presidential Executive Or
der 10450, as amended." 

Such language would make the meas
ure uniform for employees covered as 
against other employees in similar posi
tions with the Government, and would 
provide assurance that there would be 
no weakening of the security checks 
without a return of the matter to Con
gress. If my suggestion is satisfactory, 
I think we might have a meeting of the 
minds on this point. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 
only point about the proposal that 
bothers me is the suggestion of lan
guage that would freeze the Presidential 
order as of the present. 

I have no objection to the provision 
being uniform. In fact, such was the 
objective of the committee in the lan
guage incorporated in the bill. The 
committee desires to make the security 
provisions for the program uniform with 
the security provisions of far more sen
sitive operations in the Department of 
State. 

The only problem with the language 
that the Senator has proposed is the 
word "now." What I should like to ask 
the Senator to consider is the follow
ing language, which I believe would 
serve his purpose, and certainly would 
be in accord with the committee's ob
jective. I submit it in place of the lan
guage of his amendment. I suggest, in
stead of "now," that the amendment 
read: 

Procedures as established by Presidential 
Executive Order 10450 as amended. 

Then if any change is made with 
regard to that order, which is appli
cable not only to the program which 
we are discussing, but to all security 
provisions of the Department of State, 

it would be uniform. If we include in 
the amendment the word "now," and 
freeze it as to the department we are 
discussing, then if any change were 
made, it would be applicable to the rest 
of the department but not to the one 
we are discussing. Then, again, we 
would run into differences. 

The real problem is not the extent 
of security, but the differences that 
would exist between the subject activity 
and other activities in the Department 
of State, which is the present situation. 

All we are seeking to do is to make 
the provision uniform. We do not seek 
to weaken it, but to make it uniform 
with other activities, so that in the event 
there were an assignment of a person 
from the Foreign Service or from any 
other division in the Department, as oc
casionally happens, to another division 
in the Department, we would not have 
to go through a completely different 
security clearance performance, which 
would cause delay and trouble. Our only 
objective in the provision was to make it 
uniform with the rest of the security 
prov1s1ons. But I believe if the word 
"now" were included, or, as was sug
gested a moment ago, the word ''pres
ently," whenever any change is made, 
either strengthening or changing the 
law in any respect, such provision would 
not be applicable to the present measure, 
but would apply in the rest of the De
partment. We would then have a recur
rence of the difference. The only ob
jective we have is to make the provision 
uniform so these differences will not 
occur. 

I would accept such an amendment as 
the one I have suggested. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, if we 
eliminate the word "now," we might as 
well eliminate the whole passage, be
cause the only purpose of inserting the 
word "now," or, as earlier suggested, the 
word "presently," is that Congress would 
know precisely what kind of security 
provisions prevail in this delicate field. 

On the question of uniformity, there 
has never been uniformity. When we 
passed the measure in the 80th Congress, 
we specifically wrote a tighter security 
screen for the proposed activities than 
we had for the normal activities of civil 
service-such as for someone who dis
tributes mail or someone who is a secre
tary in the Post Office Department. 
The present measure deals with a very 
delicate problem in various sections of 
the world. It was properly set apart at 
that time for special consideration. It 
was not until several years later that the 
other departments were brought up to 
the grade that we had established for 
the exchange programs. Executive Or
der 10450, as amended, would provide 
the kind of security desired, because we 
have upgraded the other departments. 

We got into the present mess because 
there were times when Presidents were 
not quite careful enough about writing 
Executive orders. We have always had 
orders covering the security field. We 
got Alger Hiss during the period of time 
when the orders were inadequate and 
loose. We got Watson, Lovett, and 
Dodd. A host of such people came into 
Government during those days. Finally, 
in writing the act, we said we would have 

a special screening, and it has never 
missed, at least so far as the Senator 
from South Dakota is aware. I hope we 
retain the screen for our security. 

I am perfectly content with the lan
guage as it is now proposed, but if we 
take out the word "now" or if we take 
out th.e word "presently,'' the passage .. , 
becomes as meaningless as it was in its 
original form. The way to write legisla
tion is to set it out, so that we know 
precisely what it means. It was pro
posed, instead of repeating the pertinent 
passages from Executive Order 10450, 
as amended, that we make reference to 
the act as presently written. So I said, 
"All right." Then it was said that we 
should take out the word "presently.'' 
If we do that, the language means noth
ing, because the language can be 
changed or altered or modified or evis
cerated. We will not know what we 
have. The Senate should decide at this 
hour, because this is the time and this 
is the place, whether we want to weaken 
in any way our security check, which 
has worked perfectly, whether we want to 
reaffirm what is now in the law, or 
whether we want to leave it to chance, 
as formerly, when we got into a great 
deal of trouble all over the world. If I 
understand the threatening clouds in 
world conditions today, this is not the 
time to retreat from the standpoint of 
making sure that we have only good 
Americans on guard. I very much hope 
that the chairman will accept the lan
guage, either as spelled out in the 
amendment at the desk or in the lan
guage which is now proposed, so that we 
may know what we have. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 3 minutes. 

I repeat that the language in the bill 
is not a retreat, and it would not weaken 
the provision. The Senator completely 
misrepresents the purposes and the ef
fect of the committee's amendment. The 
Senator's own bill, which he talks so 
much about, had a provision in it with 
reference to the Civil Service Commis
sion. He does not attempt to say that 
the Civil Service Commission shall ever 
change its procedures. He is seeking 
now to inject an entirely new element, 
which would freeze the existing Execu
tive order for all time until they came 
and asked his permission to change it. 
The same thing was true with respect 
to the Civil Service Commission when his 
bill was passed. I am perfectly willing 
to take an amendment limited to the 
procedure established by the President's 
order. That covers all our Government 
agencies, except when there is a specific 
situation in some particular department, 
but it covers all existing agencies which 
have any occasion for security clear
ance. All we are saying is that there 
should be uniformity. If it is not ad
equate as it applies to the Department 
of State and the Department of Com
merce or to the Pentagon, or any other 
agency, except where there is some spe
cial exception, it ought to be strength
ened. I was under the impression, as I 
am sure the Senator is also, that that 
provision is adequate. I cannot imagine 
that a President would be so utterly ir
responsible as to destroy it. If he did, 
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I am sure the Senator from South Da
kota and others would raise enough of a 
protest that he would not do it, ot it 
would become a matter of major im-
portance. · 

I do not believe it is sound legislative 
procedure to provide that under this pro
gram there shall be no chahge, although 
there may be changes in the rest of the 
government. I cannot accept that kind 
of amendment as a matter of principle. 
I will accept it if it reads "as established 
by Presidential Executive order." If the 
procedure were strengthened in connec
tion with other agencies, it would be 
strengthened in connection with this 
agency. That is all I can say. I do not 
believe we can start freezing these orders 
for all time in this specific bill. 

Mr. MUNDT. Since the Senator 
from Arkansas is unwilling to agree, I 
will discuss briefly my amendment which 
is on the desk. It was not my suggestion 
that we try to write language which 
would be agreeable. It came from the 
other side of the aisle. I have tried to 
arrive at some adjustment. If the Sena
tor does not want to freeze the order, I 
have no reason to suggest that it be 
done. I suggest we go about our busi
ness of writing the kind of security pro
visions we have always had, the kind 
which are essential and effective and 
which will apply to this very delicate 
operation. We do not have uniform se
curity regulations that apply to all 
agencies. The Senator from Arkansas 
realizes that someone working in the 
Atomic Energy Commission has an al
together different kind of clearance from 
a person who handles the soil conserva
tion program in the happy valleys of 
Arkansas. We have various kinds of 
measures and security provisions to meet 
particular problems. 

We are talking about people who will 
represent us in various areas of the 
world. 

I shall read this simple amendment 
which is at the desk. It would spell out 
for this bill, until Congress changes it, 
the security provision. It would not 
leave it in the dark. The security pro
vision would not be subject to change at 
some future time by Executive order 
which would reduce the security clear
ance of those who are covered by the 
bill to the grade of clearances of people 
who sweep the floors as custodians of 
Government buildings. I read the 
amendment: 

On page 13, line 4, immediately after 
the period, I would insert the following 
new sentences: 

If an investigation made pursuant to this 
section develops any data reflecting that the 
person who is the subject of the investiga
tion 1s of questionable loyalty-

This applies only to people with re
spect to whom the Government investi
gators have found a question of loyalty-
or is a questionable security risk-

Then what happens? Do we deny 
the man the job? No. Do we say that 
some penalty is invoked against him? 
No. Is he going to be exposed to public 
scorn? Not at all. If the Government 
investigator finds that such a person is of 

questionable loyalty or is a security risk, 
then-
the il:'lvestigatlng agency Sha11 refer the mat
tet to the F'ederal Bureau of Investtgatlott 
!or th! oonduct of a full .. :ftedged field investt
gatlon. 

What under high heaven is wrong 
with that, if we are interested in pro
tecting the security of the country? This 
is what is done at present under other 
statutes with respect to a great many 
Government employees dealing with 
problems that a:1Iect our security. 

In addition: 
The results of that full field investigation 

shall be furnished to the initial investigat
ing agency, and to the agency by which the 
subject person is employed, for information 
and appropriate action. 

The agency can still hire him if it so 
desires but it has been warned in ad
vance. ' I submit that we are dealing 
with a very serious business in very se
rious times. I hope the Senate wants to 
know what it is legislating about. We 
are dealing with a program which for a 
dozen years has operated successfully, 
because it has involved special protective 
security measures, such as we have in 
the Atomic Energy Commission and in 
many other fields. Why we should even 
talk about letting down the bars, why 
we should even talk about buying a cat 
in a bag, and say that the Executive 
order, whatever it happens to be for the 
Civil Service Commission people, shall 
apply here, I do not understand. It may 
be good enough for some people, but it 
is not good enough for me. I want it 
understood that we should not adopt 
any program which reduces in any way 
the protections we have. Let me iterate 
what the amendment does, and then, so 
far as I am concerned, I will yield the 
floor. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MUNDT. The amendment strikes 

nothing from the bill. It leaves the com
mittee language intact. It merely adds 
the following sentence: 

If an investigation made pursuant to this 
section-

The section written by the commit
tee-
develops any data reflecting that the person 
who is the subject of the investigation-

The person seeking the job-
is of questionable loyalty or is a questionable 
security risk, the investigating agency shall 
refer the matter to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation for the conduct of a full field 
investigation. 

Who among us desires potential Gov
ernment employees to have less clearance 
than that in times like these? This is 
standard operating procedure under the 
present Executive order. I wish to make 
certain that it is applicable in this very 
sensitive field. 

Then the amendment provides: 
The results of that full field investiga

tion-

The Federal Bureau investigation
shall be furnished to the initial investigat
ing agency-

The Civil Service Commission or what
ever other agency it may be--

and to the agency by which the subject 
person 1B emplo}'ed-

- The State Department, in the main, in 
thts instance-
for information and appropriate action. 

Even then the language does not pro
vide that such person may not be hired. 
If the agency insists on hiring such a 
person, at least a record of him is in the 
file. At least, it will be known who has 
done what and for what reason. This 
provision affords some kind of protec
tion. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from South Dakota yield? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Without the adop

tion of the Senator's amendment, what 
procedure is now provided in the bill to 
insure safeguards against a security risk? 

Mr. MUNDT. If the Senator is asking 
as of now, there is coverage by Executive 
Order 10450. If he is speaking of 5 min
utes from now, no one knows, because 
the procedure can be changed at any 
time by Executive order. There is noth
ing firm, nothing fixed. The question is 
whethe:!' we want to write a bill we can 
understand or write a bill which will not 
be understood. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 1 minute. This is exactly 
the situation with respect to the present 
Smith-Mundt Act. As of now, we know 
where the responsibility for the investi
gation is. It is under the Civil Service 
Commission. As of tomorrow, the Civil 
Service Commission could change the 
regulation. This is true of every secu
rity activity under the existing Executive 
Order 10450, which covers most of the 
Government. 

The Senator from South Dakota seeks 
to depart from the procedure he has been 
speaking about with respect to the 
Smith-Mundt Act, which has been sub
ject to change if the Civil Service Com
mission wishes to change it. That is 
true of all such acts. There is nothing 
strange or insidious about the commit
tee's proposal. 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield for a ques· 
tion? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. BUSH. Does the language as it 

now appears on pages 12 and 13 con
form with the existing civil service re
quirements for investigation with respect 
to persons who go abroad for the State 
Department? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The language in 
the bill make the standards applicable 
to this program in accord with the 
standards applicable to all the person
nel of the State Department now. 

Mr. BUSH. It does? 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. What we seek to 

do is to make the standards uniform. 
Mr. BUSH. In the new language, the 

language in italics, the same language as 
applies, under civil service regulat~ons, 
to other persons who go abroad in the 
service of the State Department? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. 
Mr. BUSH. It is? 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. It applies to 

all the other employees of the State De
partment, and also to employees of the 
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Department of Commerce. This lan
guage conforms with the language that 
applies to the other employees of the 
State Department. 

We are not seeking to make this :pro
gram weaker than any other ptogratn, 
but there is no reason why this pro
gram should be more sensitive than some 
other activities, such as the code room 
of the State Department. It is no more 
sensitive than that. We are making the 
requirements uniform. I think it would 
minimize the amount of paperwork and 
confusion if there should be a transfer
ring of a person from one activity to 
another. 

I do not believe the standards for in
vestigation by the Civil Service Com
mission should be more rigorous in any 
respect or should give us any greater 
assurance than under the Presidential 
order. · 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

The Senator from Arkansas said that 
this was the same protective clause as 
was in the original Smith-Mundt Act. 
However, section 1001 of Public Law 402 
of the 80th Congress, which is the Smith
Mundt Act, under the heading "Loyalty 
Check on Personnel," provides: 

No citizen or resident of the United Stat es, 
whether or not now in the employ of the 
Government, may be employed or assigned 
to duties by the Government under this Act 
until such individual has been investigated 
by the Federal Bureau of Investigation and 
a report thereon has been made to the Sec
retary of State. 

That language remained in the bill 
until an Executive order was evolved 
which prescribed adequate and effective 
eecurity investigations and clearances 
for other employees, at which time it was 
made applicable to the Smith-Mundt 
Act, because the same procedure was fol
lowed. We did not always have this pro
vision. We may not always have it. It 
does not apply to all Government em
ployees. I wish to be certain that the 
pertinent provisions of this security sec
tion are applied to the important people 
who represent us in the difficult fields 
overseas. 

I am prepared to yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from South Dakota. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator from In
diana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Sena
tor from North Carolina [Mr. JoRDAN], 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. LONG], 
and the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SYMINGTON] are absent on o:ffi~ial busi-
ness. . 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

CVII--782 

I further announce that, if present 
a.nd voting, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYitD], the Senator from Missis
s1p:p1 rMr. EAS'l'LAND], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. HAit'I'KE], and the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR] would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY] is paired with the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Minnesota would vote "nay," and the 
Senator from Maryland would vote 
"yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER] 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY J is detained on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY]. If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Maryland would vote "yea," 
and the Senator from Minnesota would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 53, 
nays 35, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Beall 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Case, N.J . 
Case, S. Dak . 
Church 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curt1s 
Dirksen 
Dodd 

Bartletc 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Clark 
Douglas 
Ellender 
Engle 
Fulpright 
Gore 
Gruening 

Anderson 
Butler 
Byrd, Va. 
Chavez 

So Mr. 
agreed to. 
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Dworshak 
Ervin 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Javits 
Johnston 
Keating 
Kuchel 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McClellan 
Miller 
Morton 
Mundt 

NAY8-35 
Hart 
Hayden 
Hickey 
Hill 
Kefauver 
Lausche 
Long,Mo 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 

Muskie 
Pastore 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Stennis 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams Del. 
Young, N. Oak. 

Monroney 
Morse 
Moss 
Neuberger 
Pel1 
Smith, Mass. 
Sparkman 
Talmadge 
Williams, N.J. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-12 
Eastland Kerr 
Hartke . Long, Hawaii 
Humphrey Symington 
Jordan Wiley 

MUNDT's . amendment was 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, on 
oehalf of Senators NEUBERGER, BUSH, 
QAsE of New Jersey, FoNG, JAVITs, LoNG 
of Hawaii, SCOTT, WILEY, and myself, I 
call up my amendment numbered 7-7-
61-B, and ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 'The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New York for himself and other Sen
ators will be stated. 

'The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. lt is pro
pOsed, on page 26, line 19, to insert the 
following: 

(e) SUbMCtion (a) CYf section 4 Of the Act 
entitled "An Act to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, and for other purposes", 
approved September 11, 1957 (71 Stat. 639), 
providing temporary authority for issuance 
of nonquota visas to c~rtain "eligible or
phans" adopted or to be adopted by United 
States citizens (and their spouses), is 
amended by striking "June 30, 1961", and 
inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 1963". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. ·President, will 
the Senator yield? 
_ Mr. KEATING. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it is only 
fair that I notify the Senator that, al
though I am in accord with what he 
seeks to achieve, I intend to · move to 
table the amendment offered by my dis
tinguished colleague after he completes 
his remarks. · 

I think there is much merit in what 
the Senator is advocating, but I think, 
in view of the procedure which is still 
being carried on by the State Depart
ment, through its various agencies, vis
a-vis orphans, the proposal should be 
made in a separate bill, an immigration 
bill, rather than in a measure of this 
kind. 

My only purpose in asking the Senator 
from New York to yield was to notify 
him that, when he finishes speaking, I 
shall make a motion to table the amend
ment. 

Mr. KEATING. I hope the Senator 
will permit other Se.nators who have 
asked me for time to speak. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes; of course. 
Mr. KEATING. In my remarks I will 

deal with the point made by the majority 
leader. I appreciate his courtesy in in
forming me that he intends to make a 
motion to table. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
extend the provisions of the Alien 
Orphan Adoption Act, under which spe
cial nonquota visas were granted to alien 
orphans under the age of 14, for an addi
tional2-year period. 

On June 30, this program, which had 
been in effect for 13 years, came to an 
end. Through this program, thousands 
of parentless children from all over the 
world have been given an opportunity to 
enjoy freedom and a new life in America. 

This legislation has exemplified in the 
finest manner the charitable and hu
manitarian instincts of the people of this 
Nation. 
· It is, in my judgment, the finest of all 

of our immigration programs. 
Many bills to extend the program have 

been introduced by various Members of 
the Senate. The distinguished Senator 
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER] has had a 
great interest in the alien orphan 
adoption program, and has offered a bill 
to extend the program for 3 years. 

The distinguished minority leader, the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], has 
introduced legislation to extend it for 1 
year. 

My distinguished colleague from New 
York [Mr. JAVITsl and I are sponsors, 
with the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr: 
WILEY], of a bill to extend indefinitely 
the provisions of the law in a somewhat 
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modified form. I am sorry to say that to 
date no action has been taken oo any of 
these proposals and no hearings have 
been scheduled by the Senate Immigra .. 
tion and Naturalization Subcommittee to 
examine the mel-its of these bills. 

This amendment is for an extension of 
2 years. I have no particular feeling 
about the length of the extension. If the 
sense of the Chamber was to extend it 
for 1 year instead of 2, I would have no 
great objection. What I object to is the 
termination of the program on June 30. 

Since 1948 almost 17,000 orphans or 
abandoned children have been able to 
enter the United States, where the de
mand for children for adoption is much 
greater than the number of children 
available. 

Orphan programs were first developed · 
as a result of the tragic plight of 
thousands of children left homeless after 
World War II and the Korean war. 
The continuing political turmoil and 
unrest throughout the world has made 
the need for the program even greater. 

The Displaced Persons Act of 1948, 
the first provision for nonquota status 
for alien orphans were under the age 
of 10. Under the first program, 4,065 
orphans were admitted to the United 
States. 

The act of July 29, 1953, which fol
lowed the Displaced Persons Act, per
mitted the issuance of 500 nonquota 
visas for orphans adopted overseas by 
military and civilian personnel. 

The third program to be enacted was 
the Refugee Relief Act of 1953. This 
act provided for 4,000 special nonquota 
visas for eligible orphans-3,761 chil
dren entered the United States under 
this act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to include at this point in the 
REcORD a table indicating by country 
the total number of orphans admitted 
to the United States under special legis
lation. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Immigrant orphans admitted to the United States under special legislation, by country or 
region of birth: July 1, 191,8-Dec. 31, 1960 

Country or region of birth 

. 

Total 
Displaced 

Persons 
Act, 1948 

All countries.---------------------- ---------- 16,766 4, 065 

Number admitted under-

Act of 
July 29, 

1953 

466 

Refugee 
Relief Act 

Of 1953 

3, 761 

Act of 
Sept. 11, 

1957 

8,474 
1=======1========1=======1=======1======== 

Europe . •• ---------------------- -------------------- 9, 212 4, 052 140 1, 622 3,398 
1-------1-------1--------1 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Orphan petitions approved under the act of 

Sept. 11, 1957, as amended by act of Sept. 
9, 1959, by type of adoption and country or 

- region of birth:- Sept. 9, 1959-Dec. 31, 1960 

Country or region 
of birth 

Person- Proxy 
Total ally adop- To be 

number adopted tions adopted 
abroad abroad 

---------1----------
All countries__ _ 2, 765 918 924 923 

Europe_------------- l, 264 563 195 506 

Austria.--------- 40 20 16 4 France __ _________ 59 52 1 6 
Germany-------- 337 312 7 18 Greece ________ ___ 239 111 77 51 
Italy------------- 363 20 22 321 
Poland_-------- - 83 11 49 23 
PortugaL _______ 28 -------- -------- 28 Spain ___ __ _______ 44 11 7 26 
Other Europe ____ 71 26 16 29 

------ -------
Asia ___ -- - ------- ---- 1,434 339 726 369 

---- ------------China 1 _____ _____ 145 9 '6 130 
Hong Kong ______ 133 7 5 121 
Japan ____________ 233 168 52 13 
Korea ._-------- - 815 96 650 69 Philippines ______ 55 33 2 20 
Other Asia __ ___ __ 53 26 11 16 

-- ----- - - --North America ______ 48 8 1 39 
Africa ___ ------ - -- - -- 13 6 2 5 Oceania _________ _____ 3 2 -------- 1 
Other comltries ______ 3 -------- -------- 3 

1 Includes Formosa. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, or-
phans admitted to the United States 
under special legislation of this kind are 
living in every State of the Union. The 
principal concentrations of the orphans 

Austria _______________ --------- ----------------- 719 169 75 367 

~~~g~~~~~~~~~==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~ 3! ----------19 ------------ 2 
------------ 5 

108 who have been admitted in the past 16 
months are in the States of California, 
New York, Illinois, Texas, Pennsylvania, 
Ohio, and Hawaii. 

France._--------------------------------------- 138 4 120 1 13 
GermanY----------------------------~---------- 1, 795 1,156 388 
Greece·----------------------------------------- 2, 891 1, 246 1,135 

54 197 
4 506 

Hungary_---- --------------------- ------------- 45 39 5 

~:~~~a---~~=================================== === 2, ~~g ~~ 1, 19! 

----------4: 1 
464 

------------ 2 
Lithuania______________________ __________ _____ _ 71 69 ------ - ----- --- - -------- 2 
Poland_________________________________________ 336 214 ------------ 1 121 
PortugaL----------------- - ------------------ !~ 73 4 ------------ 9 60 

~~~ez:ian.·<i~=============== =·=================== ~~~ = ========~= ============ 
2

~ ~~ U.S.S.R. (Europe) - --- ----- - --- ---------------- 51 
236 

- ---------- - -- - ----- -16-
1 

YOuthgoslEavia_______ _____ _____ ______ ____ __________ ~03~ 57 ----------2- 18 g~ 

er urope.- --------------------------------1====='1=====1====1==== 1,==== 
Asia-------------------------------- - - - -- --- -- - ----- 7, 300 324 2, 092 4,883 

1-------1--------1-------1-------1·-------China and Formosa____________________________ 391 47 

Reference was made by the distin
guished majority leader to the fact that 
proceedings were going on to take care 
of this problem. I point out that the 
law has already expired. It expired 
June 30. Every night since June 30, all 
over the country prospective mothers 
and fathers have been weeping their 
eyes out because of the expiration of this 
program. Little orphan children in 
nearly every country of the world also 
have been crying every night. ra:.~~~~~------~=========================== = ===== 2, ~g~ ============ --------287- 1, 3i; 

f~~i)iD.es~============== ====== = = = === = ========= 3
' ~g~ ============ ---------is-

4~~ U.S. Ryukyu Islands__________ ___ _____ _________ 190 ------------ ------------ 106 
Other Asia_____________________ __ _____________ _ 237 -------- - --- 19 53 

340 
228 

1,089 
2, 841 

136 
84 

165 

North America ______ ------- ----- - __ __ ------------ -_ 

I have been advised that a proposal 
has been submitted to the Attorney Gen
eral by the distinguished chairman of 

124 the House Subcommittee on Immigra-1========1========1=========1========1======== 
135 ------------ - ----------- 11 

9 tion which would have the effect of 
2~ abandoning the present alien orphan 
25 adoption progra;m in favor of an ad-

South America.----------- ________ ____ ---- ___ _____ _ Afiica ________________________ ______ _______ ________ _ 
Australia and New Zealand _______________________ _ 
All other_------ ---------- ----- ---------------- ---- -

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, the 
fourth legislative program, the program 
which expired on June 30 of this year, 
was set forth in the act of September 11, 
1957. This act provided for the issuance 
of an unlimited number of nonquota 
visas to eligible orphans under the age 
of 14, adopted abroad or brought to this 
country for adoption. These special 
visas were available only to eligible or
phans from oversubscribed quota areas. 
An eligible orphan was defined in the 
law as an alien child under the age of 
14, orphaned by the death or disappear
ance of one or both parents, or because 

9 - -------- - -- -- ------ - - -- - - --- - - - ----
45 1 1 16 
18 - ----- --- --- 1 9 
47 11 ------------ 11 

of abandonment, desertion or separation 
from one or both parents. Where the 
orphan had only one parent, that par
ent must not have been capable of pro
viding for the child in order for the child 
to be eligible. Under my proposed 
amendment to S. 1154, these same pro
visions would be continued for a 2-year 
period until June 30, 1963. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
REcoRD a table indicating the number 
of orphan petitions approved by country 
under the alien orphan adoption pro
gram, which expired on June 30. 

ministrative procedure of paroling chil
dren into the United States under certain 
sections of the Immigration Act. This 
proposal' would limit the Attorney Gen
eral's discretion only to parole into this 
country of orphans adopted by members 
of the armed services, by employees of 
the U.S. Government serving overseas, 
and by Americans on business trips over
seas. In his reply the Attorney General 
indicated his willingness to modify that 
requirement by broadening the provi
sions to include Amedcans on pleasure 
trips abroad as well as those on business 
trips. 

Mr. President, the vast majority of 
Americans who have participated in this 
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program have not been employees of the 
Government, have not been members of 
the Armed Forces, and have not been 
travelers abroad on business or pleasure 
trips. The cost of going overseas to 
adopt a child and returning to the 
United States would, in most cases, be 
prohibitive. This proposal would bar 
people in modest circumstances from 
adopting any of these children. 

The curtailment of the present pro
gram by restricting it to the groups 
which I have outlined would, to a very 
large extent, curtail the operation of the 
program. In addition, the proposal 
would lower the age of eligible orphans 
from 14 to 12, which would curtail the 
program even further. 

I have made an estimate based on 
figures I have already submitted for the 
RECORD. Adoptions from September 
1959, to December 1960, totaled 2,765. 
Of those only 918 were orphans person
ally adopted by parents who went over
seas and adopted them under the laws 
of foreign countries and then brought 
them to the United States. A much 
greater number of orphans were brought 
to the United States to be adopted un
der the law~ of the State in which they 
were to reside. 

There are some who say this proposal 
is sufficient to cover the ground. I in
vite attention to the letter of the Deputy 
Attorney General replying to the distin
guished chairman of the House Sub
committee on Immigration, which ap
pears at page 12253 of the RECORD for 
July 11. It is apparent that the Attor
ney General feels he has to yield to the 
proposal of the chairman of the House 
Subcommittee on Immigration when it 
is actually our duty in the Congress to 
enact the laws of this country. 

The Attorney General says, first, that 
he acknowledges the letter, and so forth, 
and then says: 

The Department has submitted its report 
on H.R. 6300 and the purposes of that bill 
with respect to alien orphans are strongly 
endorsed-

That is substantially the present alien 
orphan program. The Department of 
Justice has endorsed it-

It is hoped that these provisions will even
tually be enacted into permanent orphan 
legislation-

That is what we are trying to do-
In view of the statements in your letter, 

however, it appears unlikely that this or 
similar legislation in the alien orphan field 
will be passed in this session of the Con
gress. 

The Attorney General yields because 
he recognizes that proposed legislation 
may not be passed. 

Whatever is done by the other body, 
Mr. President, does not relate to our 
obligation to the public. My opinion is 
that in this Chamber we should do what 
we feel is proper about the extension of 
the act. I am sure other Members of 
this body have received, as I have, very 
touching letters from various prospec
tive parents all over the country. 

The executive secretary of the Chil
dren's Aid and Society for the Preven-

tion of Cruelty to Children in Buffalo, 
N.Y., writes: 

We urge the extension of the law which 
expires on June 30 of this year. 

A man from West Springfield, Mass., 
states: 

The future happiness of many children 
and families depends on the passage of this 
legislation before June 30. Please help us to 
get speedy action by Congress to insure its 
continuance. 

The executive director of the Brooklyn 
Bureau of Social Service and Children's 
Aid Society writes: 

The Brooklyn Bureau of Social Service and 
Children's Aid Society has had considerable 
experience with screening and processing ap
plications for oversea adoptions. We are 
convinced of the wisdom and importance to 
many American citizens as well as to or
phaned children abroad that this legislation 
be extended. 

A lady from New York City writes: 
We hear that it (the Alien Orphan Adop

tion Act) will expire June 30. Many .needy 
and underprivileged children will suffer if 
this bill expires. 

A husband and wife from Tonawanda, 
N.Y., write: 

In our joy with the family we now have, 
we cannot close our eyes and our hearts to 
those who also feel impelled to bring ·one 
or more of these unfortunate children into 
the loving arms of their home, for they, too, 
will find that the joy they receive cannot be 
measured. It is in their behalf that we urge 
that every possible means be used to in
fluence the passage of legislation that will 
permit the continuation of the present law. 

Unless the amendment is agreed to, we 
shall be turning our backs on thousands 
of orphaned children and on Americans 
who are anxious to provide homes for 
such children in surroundings of free
dom and love. Childless Americans who 
seek the opportunity to adopt alien or
phans should be given that opportunity. 

There are many more people in this 
country who wish to adopt orphans than 
there are orphans to be adopted. We 
have an opportunity to provide those 
people with the same joy that others of 
us in America who have children know. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I will yield to the 
Senator in a moment. 

I hope very much that the amendment 
will be agreed to and that we shall, at 
least in this Chamber, do what we can 
to extend the program. 

I am happy to yield to my colleague 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. First, Mr. President, 
I congratulate my colleague from New 
York for at least arousing the con
sciousness of the Senate to the fact that 
this very noble law expired on June 
30, and that although we are now pro
ceeding under the provisions of the 
parole procedure, what it allows does 
not satisfy us. 

As my friend pointed out, as the law 
now stands it is necessary for a person 
to travel abroad and to see the child in
v-olved before he can initiate any pro
ceedings under the orphan provision of 
the parole law. 

Mr. KEATING. That is not under 
the law up to June 30, but under the ex
change of letters. 

Mr. PASTORE. Under the conces
sions made by the Attorney General in 
the letter a portion of which was read 
by my friend from New York. 

Mr. KEATING. That is correct. 
Mr. PASTORE. Only the other day 

I had a talk with the chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. He prom
ised me that if we would introduce a 
bill-which I did this morning, in con
junction with the minority leader-the 
bill would be considered during this ses
sion of Congress. To quote the Senator, 
he said, "It is my judgment that an 
orphan bill will be reported during this 
session of Congress." 

I realize, as the Senator has said, that 
we cannot be responsible for action on 
the other side of the Capitol. We can
not be responsible for the action of the 
House of Representatives. All we can 
do is to take our own action in the 
Senate. 

Realizing the fact that the minority 
leader, the majority leader, and the man
ager of the bill are opposed to the 
amendment being attached to this par
ticular bill, does the Senator not think 
we would be making a woeful mistake to 
have a vote on the amendment, if it 
would indicate a weakness on our part 
insofar as the orphan law is concerned? 
Would it not be better for us to accept 
the assurance given by the chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary that an 
orphan adoption bill will be reported 
later in this session? 

Mr. KEATING. I know my good 
friend from Rhode Island is sympathetic 
toward the objectives of the amend
ment, as he has said. However, on the 
29th day of May 1961, the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] 
wrote a letter to the chairman· of the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Sen
ate asking for hearings on this proposal 
and on his proposal relating to orphan 
adoption legislation. 

If we do not act tonight, what as
surance have we that legislation will be 
enaeted? 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator has the 
assurance that a bill has been intro
duced today by the Senator from Dlinois 
[Mr. DIRKSEN] and myself which bill 
carries out the intent and purposes 
enumerated by my good friend from New 
York. The bill will be acted upon by 
the committee and will be reported out 
for action during the present session of 
the Senate. 

Mr. KEATING. I hope what the Sen
ator has said is true. Many of us have 
been trying for months to obtain hear
ings on proposed immigration legislation 
and have been unable to do so. I am not 
prepared to back down on my amend
ment merely because of an assurance 
that at some time in the future we shall 
have hearings and a bill will be reported 
out. 

As the Senator from Rhode Island has 
said, perhaps the amendment will be de
feated. Perhaps the motion to table will 
be carried. But so far as I am con
cerned, I should like the Senate of the 
United States to be on record as having 
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at least tried to do something about the 
situation. If we could not get such an 
amendment agreed to in the other body, 
such failure, of course, would be un
fortunate. 

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator knows 
that my sympathy toward this kind of 
legislation is sincere and deep. 

Mr. KEATING. I know that. 
Mr. PASTORE. I ask my friend from 

New York this question: Realizing what 
we are up against and what could take 
place, why would it not be better to ac
complish our objective in an orderly 
fashion by having the bill considered 
by the committee and reported from the 
committee with the assurance that there 
will be action during the present session 
of the Congress? 

Mr. KEATING. I know of the sincere 
interest of my friend from Rhode Island. 
There is no better friend of improve
ment in our immigration laws than the 
Senator from Rhode Island. However, 
if we were to enact by a separate bill the 
program that we desire, what would we 
gain? Why do we not add the amend
ment to the pending bill tonight? Is 
not the proposal of the Senator from 
Rhode Island the same as the amend
ment I have proposed? 

I have another proposal which would 
greatly modify the present orphan adop
tion program. I think the program 
should be modified. . The proposal is 
joined in by other Senators. If we wait 
for hearings to be held on changes in 
the orphan adoption program, we shall 
wait a long time. 

I offer the amendment with some re
luctance, since it would merely extend 
the present program. I think certain 
changes should be made. I see no alter
native to doing what I propose in order 
to accomplish the continuance of an or
phan program. If the amendment is 
agreed to by the Senate but eliminated 
in conference, or if it fails here, I shall 
continue to :fight for an alien orphan 
adoption law. I have not see the bill 
introduced by the Senator from Rhode 
Island and the Senator from Illinois. I 
am sure he and I are in harmony in re
spect to what we are trying to accom
plish, and I shall work with him on or
phan legislation. But I do not think he 
has stated a reason for withdrawing the 
amendment, which has been offered in 
good faith, and in an effort to curb the 
real sorrow that has been brought into 
so many homes by the failure of Con
gress to act by the 30th of June. 

Mr. PASTORE. I agree with my 
friend implicitly. However, apparently 
he has not been able to convince his 
leader that the measure should be acted 
upon in connection with the pending bill. 
I have not been able to convince my 
leader that the program should be acted 
upon in connection with the present bill. 

Mr. KEATING. Then I suggest that 
our leaders vote against the amendment, 
and we shall vote for it. 

Mr. PASTORE. All we may do is 
catch a headline and not a heartline. 

Mr. KEATING. I suggest to my 
friend from Rhode Island that he sup
port the amendment and let the leaders 
do whatever they wish to do. The dis
tinguished minority leader introduced a 
bill to accomplish exactly what I have 

proposed. His bill would extend the pro
gram for 1 year. I would be willing to 
change my amendment so that it would 
cover 1 year. 

Mr. PASTORE. I am not quarreling 
with my friend from New York. I am 
trying to help him. I am interested in 
results more than I am in speeches. I 
congratulate my friend for bringing the 
problem to the attention of the Senate, 
because I believe he has aroused the con
science of the Senate. I agree with him 
implicitly. It is a law that certainly 
should be on our statute books. It is 
regrettable that the law was permitted 
to expire. But I do not think the amend
ment will be agreed to on the present 
bill. 

Mr. KEATING. The Senator may be 
correct. I do not have quite the defeat
ist attitude he has, because the amend
ment is supported by a number of Sena
tors on his side of the aisle as well as 
a number on this side of the aisle. Many 
have shown great interest in the pro
gram. All I can do is to express the 
hope that the amendment will be suc
cessful. 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I have greatly 
enjoyed the remarks of the Senator from 
New York in supporting this important 
proposed legislation. I respect the 
opinion and the good remarks of the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

However, the fact remains that the 
legislation has expired, and I urgently 
call the problem to the attention of the 
Senate in the hope that some kind of 
legislative action will be taken. Without 
such action it will not be possible to 
continue the program, and Congress 
will probably be fiooded with a large 
number of private bills on behalf of 
orphans. 

The letter of the Deputy Attorney 
General has been referred to, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the letter be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
Washington, D.C., July 7, 1961. 

Hon. FRANCIS E. WALTER, 
Chai rman, Subcommittee No. 1, 
Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of .Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter of June 27, 1961, addressed to the At
torney General, setting forth the proposals 
of your committee in respect to tile parole 
into the United States of certain adopted 
orphans after the expiration, on June 30, 
1961, of the existing law on that subject. 

The Department has submitted its report 
on H.R. 6300 and the purposes of that bill 
with respect to alien orphans are strongly 
endorsed. It is hoped that these provisions 
will eventually be enacted into permanent 
orphan legislation. In view of the state
ments in your letter, however, it appears 
unlikely that this or similar legislation in 
the alien orphan field will be passed in this 
session of the Congress, 

Because of the lack of any current legisla
tive authority for the admission of alien 
orphans, the Department ·of Justice is pre
pared to invoke the discretionary parole 
authority vested in the Attorney General 

under section 212{d) {5) to parole selected 
alien orphans into the United States "for 
reasons deemed strictly in the public in
terest." The exercise of that discretionary 
authority thereafter will continue until 
Congress has considered the various pro
posals on this subject and has enacted a 
positive law. The Department would con
sider it to be strictly in the public interest 
to authorize the entry of any alien orphan 
{between whom and his adopting U.S. citi
zen parent and the latter's spouse the re
lationship of child and parent has been 
created by operation of foreign adoption 
laws) on the personal application or petition 
of the adopting parents while physically 
present within the jurisdiction of the adop
tion tribunal. Additionally, there would be 
included any alien child for whom a U.S. 
citizen, abroad in the employ or in the serv
ice of the U.S. Government or temporarily 
abroad on business or pleasure, and his 
spouse has furnished assurances that the 
alien child will be adopted by them in the 
United States and that the preadoption re
quirements, if any, of the State of such 
orphan's proposed residence have been met. 
In both cases parole will be authorized only 
after investigation identical with that cur
rently conducted under the provisions of the 
recently expired section 4(a) of the act of 
September 11, 1957. 

After the expiration of 2 years from the 
decree of adoption, the child, if it has resided 
with the adopting parents during that pe
riod, will be eligible for nonquota status 
under section 101(b) (1) (E). The depart
ment proposes to exercise the authority 
vested in the Attorney General under section 
245 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
to adjust the status of the child at that time 
to an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence. 

Sincerely, 
BYRON R. WHITE, 

Deputy Attorney General. 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. The program to 
which the Attorney General refers that 
sort of parole program be instituted, is 
in my mind, totally inadequate. 

The recently terminated orphan im
migration program has, on the whole, 
really worked well. The Immigration 
Service has conducted investigations to 
assure that the adoptive and prospective 
adoptive parents will properly care for 
the children. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in my remarks a 
letter from the Commissioner of Im
migration and Naturalization Service, 
Department of State, dated April 19, 
1961, which outlines the nature of the 
investigations conducted by this Service. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JusTICE, IM
MIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C., April19, 1961. 
Hon. MAURINE NEUBERGER, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: Reference is 
made to your letter of April 10, 1961, con
cerning the existing orphan immigration 
program, which expires June 30, 1961. 

Since the amendment of September 9, 
1959, requiring petitions to be filed with the 
Attorney_ General in behalf of orphans 
adopted abroad, as well as those to be adopted 
in the United States, 4,018 petitions have 
been filed with this Service and 3,093 peti
tions have been approved. These figures are 
as of February 28, 1961. The average length 
of time required for approval of a petition 
is from 60 to 90 days, depending upon the 
facts in the case. A table giving the num-
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ber of orphan petitions approved for the year 
ended June 30, 1960, by type of adoption and 
country or origin of birth, is attached. 

To ascertain whether the petitioners have 
the ability to properly care for the orphan, 
the investigation in each orphan case in
cludes neighborhood, employment, and na
tional agency checks. There is obtained 
from the interested voluntary agency, if any, 
and from the welfare department of the 
State, abstracts of their records, if they con
ducted an investigation, and, if possible, 
statements of their views concerning the 
proposed or completed adoption. The peti
tioners are interviewed in their own home 
and information is obtained from them re
garding their plans for the rearing and 
education of the child. Also, to ascertain 
whether the beneficiary is an eligible orphan, 
an oversea investigation is conducted at the 
orphan's place of residence. 

Your comments concerning the Serv
ice's administration of the program are 
appreciated. · 

Sincerely, 
J.M.SWING, 

Com missioner. 

Mrs. NEUBERGER. I urge the Senate 
to continue the orphan immigration pro· 
gram. I know that the careful attention 
such legislation has received in the past 
from the Committee on the Judiciary 
and its distinguished chairman has 
helped to bring a number of children to 
this country; and, as the Senator from 
New York has said, the program has 
brought happiness to the foster parents 
of such children, as well as saved lives. 
I believe that our amendment should be 
given favorable consideration at this 
time, and that the orphan immigration 
program should be continued. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I join with the Sena
tor from New York. I am not one of the 
sponsors of the amendment, but it seems 
to me that at a time when we talk of 
strengthening international relations 
and promoting mutual understanding 
among the peoples of the world through 
educational and cultural exchanges, 
nothing could better accomplish the pur
pose or furnish better evidence of our 
intentions, than to renew the act which, 
unfortunately, has been permitted to 
expire. 

While the amendment we have before 
us is an attempt to cure the ills which 
result from some of the foolish actions 
of adults we are here dealing with chil
dren who are not responsible for the 
foolish mistakes that others made before 
them. Those children deserve a claim to 
a little happiness in this world. The 
program which we are discussing would 
make a few of them happy, 

So while it may be argued that the bill 
we have before us is not the proper place 
for the amendment, I say that when we 
talk about mutual understanding, we 
could not do anything better than to at
tach the amendment to the bill and start 
the program going again, so that we shall 
have tangible evidence of our good will 
toward the children throughout the 
world who probably need our help more 
than anyone· else. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for his very cogent 
remarks. 

I now yield 5 minutes to my senior 
colleague. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, we are 
considering a program which former 
Senator Ives had very much in his heart. 
Members of the Senate will remember 
that he brought about a renewal of the 
program on occasion, and that I joined 
with him when I came to the Senate. 
Many of us have received a great many 
letters from parents in this country who 
have adopted orphans from abroad. 
The face of our country is generally 
beneficent in the world. A program of 
this kind is one big reason for it. 

My colleague, the Senator from New 
York [Mr. KEATING] has expounded this 
thesis ably and eloquently, as has the 
Senator from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER]. 
We all feel very deeply on the subject. 
The Senator from Rhode Island has also 
made a contribution, and I am sure he 
feels as deeply as the rest of us do, al
though he has some doubts about the 
timing. With respect to that point, I 
should like to make two points. 

I believe that the Senator from New 
York LMr. KEATING] is correct. The 
amendment should be approved, be
cause this is all a part of the process of 
attrition. We got as far as we did only 
because Senator KEATING proposed the 
amendment. Otherwise, we would never 
have had a promise of hearing or a 
promise of action at this session. A 
rather intractable situation exists in the 
other body. However, if the Senate ex
presses itself seriously and purposefully 
in this situation, both orally and by 
vote, I do not believe there will be any 
misunderstanding in the other body
though I hope the motion to table will 
not carry-and Members of the House 
will know what we want. Senators will 
have expressed their determination on 
this score, notwithstanding the sincere 
view of both leaders; in fact, that will 
make even a greater impression and will 
show that Senators feel very keenly with 
respect to the motion to table. 

Finally, I ask my colleagues in the 
Senate, especially those interested in 
immigration, to ask themselves this 
question: Is this not all of a piece with 
the problem of enacting immigration 
legislation? We are told, "If you do not 
take this, there will be no hearings. If 
you do not take this, it will be withdrawn. 
If you do· not take this, no bill will be 
passed at this session"-and so on, ad 
infinitum. Who controls Congress on 
the matter of immigration? Are we in 
control, or are our two committee chair
men? That is the question we must an
swer. Who is in control of immigration 
legislation? Are we over 21? Are we 
eat's paws? 

I hope the motion to table will be de
feated. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the senior Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. I com
mend the junior Senator from New York 
for sponsoring the amendment. I am 
happy to be a cosponsor of the amend-

ment with him and other Senators. Of 
course, all of us understand that the 
great majority of Members of the Senate 
and of the other body support the pro
gram and have supported it, and, if given 
an opportunity, would continue it by an 
overwhelming vote. Yet it may not be 
continued. What the senior Senator 
from New York has said about our ex
perience in the past in regard to immi
gration legislation is true. Time after 
time no action was taken until the wan
ing days of a session; then we were 
faced with accepting almost nothing in
stead of salutary amendments of the Im
migration Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield 1 more minute 
to the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. CASE of New Jersey. That is 
why we are so concerned about action 
in this session of Congress. We do not 
want this very essential program to come 
to an end. It is a program which every 
Member of the Senate supports, which 
all humanity supports, and which every 
instinct of decency in all of us cries out 
for its continuance. Nevertheless, be
cause it may not be pleasing to one or 
two individuals in Congress who happen 
to be in positions where they have ex
traordinary power, we cannot get legis
lation passed. 

We should adopt the pending amend
ment and move ahead, because the pres
ent session may last for another month, 
or perhaps 2 months. If we do not move 
forward on issues like this, we shall be 
faced in the last days of the session 
with accepting something as inadequate 
as what we have had to accept in the 
past. 

I commend my colleague, the junior 
Senator from New York. I hope very 
much that the motion to table will be 
defeated. I do not suggest that the 
sponsors of the motion are not in favor 
of the program. I believe they are mis
taken in their judgment. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield 1 minute to 
the senior Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I rise to 
support the junior Senator from New 
York and the junior Senator from 
Oregon and other Senators in connec
tion with the pending amendment. The 
Senator from New York and the Senator 
from Oregon have performed- a great 
public service in the Senate. Let us not 
forget that if we adopt the amendment 
and take it to conference, that action 
will have a -great influence on public 
opinion. 

Although as a general practice I do 
not support legislation by way of a 
rider-and the amendment may be so 
characterized-! point out that there is 
no great difference between the purpose 
of the amendment and the purpose of 
the bill, because when we talk about cul
tural exchanges, I do not know of _any
thing that has greater appeal to the 
humanitarian impulses of the people of 
the United States than the proposed 
amendment. 

It has a very direct relationship to the 
motivating purpose of the proposed leg
islation itself. I also believe that there 



12370 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--SENATE 

is need for education within Congress 
itself with regard to the subject matter 
involved. If we add the amendment to 
the bill and send it to conference I be
lieve it will have some . salutary effect 
on the House side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield 1 more min
ute to the Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING ·OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York has no more 
time. · · 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. We have a great public 
trust to perform in connection with the 
subject matter of the amendment. That 
public trust is great, not only from the 
standpoint of the human interests in
volved, but also from the standpoint of 
public understanding around the world 
of America's foreign policy, We can 
certainly justify adding the amendment 
to what is, essentially, a foreign policy 
bill. 

I commend the Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER] and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. KEATING] for raising the 
issue. I hope the amendment will not 
be laid on the table. I hope it will be 
adopted and taken to conference. In 
the best interest of the orphans involved, 
o.f the adopting parents, and of Amer
ica's foreign relations around the world, 
I . hope it will survive the conference and 
become law. 

Mr. MORSE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, a few minutes ago I spoke on 
the floor of the Senate in support of the 
orphans amendment proposed by the 
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING] 
and the junior Senator from Oregon 
[Mrs. NEUBERGER], and other Senators, 
to the pending bill. 

I ask unanimous consent to have in
serted in the RECORD at the close of my 
remarks at that time a few of the let
ters I have received from persons in 
Oregon in support of the Keating-Neu
berger-et al. amendment. The legisla
tion with regard to orphans which ex
pired at the end of June is legislation of 
great interest and concern in the State 
of Oregon; in fact, the chief sponsors of 
the program for . the adoption of Korean 
orphans were Mr. and Mrs. Holt of my 
State. Senator Richard Neuberger, 
when he was in the Senate, introduced 
legislation, which I was honored to co
sponsor, in behalf of the so-called Holt 
program for the adoption of Korean 
orphans. 

The correspondence which I have re
ceived on this subject matter has been 
voluminous. There are many letters I 
could introduced in the RECORD. I have 
selected only a few very typical letters, 
but they are letters which will touch the 
heart of any Senator who reads them, 
and will leave no doubt in the mind of 
any Senator of the humanitarian sound
ness of the Keating-Neuberger proposal. 
Therefore I am asking unanimous con
sent that these few letters be inserted in 
the RECORD at the point where I dis
cussed earlier this evening the Keating
Neuberger amendment. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

EUGENE, OREG., May 27, 1961. 
Hon. WAYNE L. MoRSE. 

DEAR SIR: Once again I want to thank you 
from the bottom of my heart for your work 
in sponsoring bills that have helped to bring 
so many fine Korean orphan children to our 
great land of America where they may grow 
up as good and useful citizens. Surely tlley 
will be a great help and blessing to this 
great country of ours now and in the future. 
I could tell you of how my adopted son from 
Korea plans and is studying and shaping his 
life to become a doctor and surgeon and 
missionary to the uttermost parts of the 
earth wherever he will be sent. I do urge 
you to continue working in behalf of these 
poor unfortunate children and do all in your 
power to continue the orphan bill as it now 
is, S. 1766, if passed, will, I sincerely believe, 
prevent Oongress from being flooded with 
countless private orphan bills. Again I 
thank you. 

Sincerely, 
CLINTON J. SHROYER. 

SWEET HOME, OREG., May 20,1961. 
The Honorable WAYNE L. MORSE. 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. MoRsE: We are writing concern
ing the extension of the orphans bill. We 
have in our home three adopted children, 
that are the half white, half Korean, that 
Mr. Harry Holt, of Creswell, Oreg., has 
brought to this country. They are 6, 7, and 
8 years old, now. Two boys and a girl. Just 
about the three happiest and best contented 
youngsters you could find any place, and 
we about the happiest and proudest of 
parents. We love the children as if they 
had been born to us, so it is with heavy hearts 
that we contemplate the ending of legisla
tion that will end proxy adoptions and their 
entry into this country. We are especially 
interested in seeing the passage of bill 
S. 1766 at the earliest possible date. 

We in America have so much to share with 
those poor little starving youngsters, and it 
seems there are many more people interested 
in adopting them. Why should they be de
prived of essential food and love when it is 
here waiting for them? Our youngest son 
is a first grader this year. We are so proud 
of him, he has brought home a perfect report 
card every period, during the school year. 
He seems to be exceptionally intelligent. Our 
older son is quite artistically inclined. Our 
daughter is above average in her schoolwork 
also, and is just a ray of sunshine wherever 
she goes. We believe these children each 
have something to o:fl'er the world that is 
worth salvaging. Then to look at it just 
from the humane side, who could pass by a 
hungry child and not feed him if he could? 
So let's do not let those in Korea and else
where die that we can prevent, when there 
are so ma.ny homes yet opened to them. 

To see the change in their eyes, from the 
frightened, hopeless, little things, that re
mind you of a wild animal in a trap, to the 
happy, bright-eyed, eager children they be
come. With a look of all's well, in their 
faces, that we have witnessed in all three of 
ours, it leaves no doubt but that the proper 
thing, both morally and spiritually is to 
enact legislation that will continue the 
adoption by proxy program. 

Enclosed pictures of our three children 
taken in this school year. 

We perhaps cannot give them wealth as 
far as worldly goods are concerned, but we 
are giving them a wealth of love and a feel
ing of security. They know they are loved 
and wanted. 

Please do what you can to see that this 
bill S. 1766 passes. Please he-lp "those 
children. · 

May God bless you. 
Sincerely yours, 

Mr. and Mrs. ALVIE E. LEACH. 

EuGENE, OREG., June 5, 1961. 
Senator WAYNE MORSE. . 

DEAR Sm: I'm writing to urge you to con
sider the orphan bill, which expires June 30, 
that it may continue as it is; or bill S. 1700, 
which would continue for 3 years as is. This 
would make adoption by proxy p.ossible. 
I can never tell you how much it has meant 
to us to be able to adopt .our darling 
daughter. How we thank God that .she was 
given to us by the 'wonderful work of Harry 
Holt. We wanted her for so long and she 
has been such a joy to us. 

May 18 she became an American citizen. 
She's very proud although she'll probably 
never realize the full meaning of it. 

Enclosed is her picture. We think she is 
a little doll. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. HELEN A. THOMAS. 

ROSEBURG, OREG., May 31, 1961. 
DEAR WAYNE MORSE: We received your.nice 

letter and were glad to hear from you and 
to know that you support the orphan bill. 
There has been another b111 introduced 
which would cripple or eliminate proxy 
adoptions. The bill, H.R. 6300, which spec
ifies in the case of a child adopted abroad 
that the petitioner and spouse must have 
been physically present in the country of. 
such child residence when adoption pro
ceedings were instituted, pending or termi
nated. We feel that this bill is not ade
quate with respect to orphans and should 
be amended or studied further. If it hadn't 
been for proxy adoption we would not have 
known the love of our baby girl. She was 
adopted by proxy in Seoul, Korea, November 
10, 1960. We couldn't have been in that 
country, so please do what you can that 
proxy adoption will be continued. 

Thank you for your nice letter. 
Sincerely, 

Mr. and J.V(rs. HAROLD DA V' .D. 

PoRTLAND, OREG., May 29, 1961. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE; I am writing you, 

praying that you wlll support Maurine Neu
berger's bill, S. 1766, extending the present 
orphanage bill. Mr. Harry Holt's wonderful 
work for the Lord must not be stopped. 

My wife and I have three Korean ex
orphans and they have brought a world of 
joy into our hearts. 

Two are now in school and are honor stu
dents. They are beautiful and popular, 
liked by all. These children fit into our 
family circle perfectly and I know it is 
God's will that we care for these little ones. 

I pray that you will do all you can to 
support this wonderful work Mr. Holt is do
ing for God's little waifs in Korea. 

Yours sincerely, 
CALVIN W. ROGERS. 

EuGENE, OREG., May 29,1961. 
DEAR SENATOR MORSE: We appreciate what 

you have done in the past to aid adoption 
of foreign children by proxy. 

Now again we call upon you to aid us. 
We ask you to support and help pass the 
bill S. 1766. We believe this bill is adequate 
as it provides protection for both parents 
and children. Since we are the proud 
parents of a lovely 6-year-old daughter we 
can tell you that the U.S. Immigration 
Department does a thorough job of inves
tigating homes and parents. Since they have 
access to all the FBI records, their investi-
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gation is much more thorough than any 
other group could do. 

Mr. Holt has given so much of his income 
and hls own strength to set up the mechan
ics of the proxy adoption. I'm sure you 
will agree that besides saving the lives of so 
many children, he has spread more good 
will in the world and at no expense to the 
taxpayer. 

We do wish you could visit our home and 
homes of other happy parents and see 
how important these proxy adoptions are 
to us. We plan to adopt a sister for our 
daughter but could never do it if we had 
to appear in Korea ourselves. 

Since you did such a brilliant job of get
ting the education bill passed, we feel we 
can count on you to lend your support to 
get S. 1766 passed. 

We are proud of our Oregon Senators. 
May God bless you. 

Mrs. WALTER E. CROUSE. 

TROUTDALE, OREG., 
May 23, 1961. 

Hon. WAYNE MORSE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR Sm: I am enclosing a picture of our 
two adopted Korean-American children that 
the Harry Holt Orphanage and the orphan 
bill you helped sponsor blessed us with. We 
will be eternally grateful, as I know from 
talking with other adoptive parents who 
have Korean-American children are. 

I wish you or any other person who could 
represent you could be at the Portland air
port the 27th of this month and see the 
proud grateful parents to be. I know it 
would reaffirm your belief in the orphan bill 
as it stands. 

The picture is of our boy and girl, ages 
5 and 6. Just finished first grade June 3. 

Sincerely, 
SAM and NANCY Cox. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield :five minutes to the Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. First of all, I want 
the RECORD to be abundantly clear that 
I have nothing but praise for the dis
tinguished junior Senator from New 
York, as I said before, for arousing the 
consciousness of the Senate to the fact 
that the law, which in my opinion 
abounds in nobility, expired on June 30, 
1961, and should never have been al
lowed to expire. 

However, the Senator from Rhode Is
land is a very practical and realistic 
man. He would not want anything re
corded on the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
the Senate to the effect that this amend
ment was defeated. No Senator would 
stand up and vote against the weeping 
mothers, as described by my friend from 
New York, and the crying orphans on 
the other side of the water. 

America has too generous a heart to 
permit that sort of impression to get 
abroad. But because the distinguished 
Senator from New York did propose his 
amendment, we have an understanding 
from the committee that the committee 
will consider an orphans' law during this 
session of Congress. If I thought the 
Senator's amendment would carry, I 
would be the first to rise and vote not to 
table. But I am perfectly willing to take 
the assurance of the committee tonight 
because I know that is the sure way to 
have an orphans' law considered. 

I have already been told by many Sen
ators who are in favor of the law that 
they will not vote for the amendment 
because it is proposed to attach it to this 
bill. So I repeat: I would not want the 
people of the country or the people of 
the world to get the impression from a 
negative vote on this amendment that we 
are against an extension of the orphans' 
law. 

That is why I agreed with the leader
ship that if a motion were made to table 
the amendment, we could in good con
science vote to table it. Then we would 
not be in a position of voting down the 
nobility of this law. We would do this 
because we have assurance that we will 
get consideration from the Committee 
on the Judiciary. I now wish to quote 
the exact words of the chairman of that 
committee. I showed him what I had 
written on this pad before he left the 
Chamber this afternoon. This is what 
he said: 

My judgment is that an orphans bill will 
be reported at this session. 

I accepted that assurance. If within 
a reasonable time a bill is not reported 
by the Committee on the Judiciary, I 
take this position: I shall move to at
tach an orphans amendment as a rider 
to every bill considered by the Senate 
from now until adjournment sine die. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD the 
text of the bill which was today intro
duced by me and the distinguished Sena
tor from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] on this 
subject. 

There being no objection, the bill 
S. 2237), was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, on or 
before June 30, 1962, special nonquota immi
grant visas may be issued in accordance with 
the provisions of section 3 of this Act to eli
gible orphans as defined in section 2 of this 
Act who are under fourteen years of age at 
the time the petition is filed with the Attor
ney General as required by section 3 of this 
Act. Not more than two such special non
quota immigrant visas may be issued to eli
gible orphans adopted or to be adopted by 
any one United States citizen and spouse, 
unless necessary to prevent the separation 
of brothers or sisters. No natural parent 
of any such eligible orphan shall thereafter, 
by virtue of such parentage, be accorded any 
right, privilege, or status under the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act. 

SEc. 2. When used in this Act, the term 
"eligible orphan" shall mean an alien child 
who (1) is an orphan because of the death 
or disappearance of both parents, or because 
of abandon~ent or desertion by, or separa
tion or loss from, both parents, or who has 
only one parent due to the death or disap
pearance of, abandonment or desertion by, 
or separation or loss from the other parent 
and the remaining parent is incapable of 
providing care for such orphan and has in 
writing irrevocably released him for emigra
tion and adoption; (2) (A) has been law
fully adopted abroad by a United States citi
zen and spouse, or (B) is coming to the 
United States for adoption by a United States 
citizen and spouse; and (3) is ineligible for 
admission into the United States solely be
cause that portion of the quota to which he 

would otherwise be chargeable is oversub
scribed by applicants registered on the con
sular waiting list at the time his visa appli
cation is made. 

SEC. 3. Any United States citizen and 
spouse claiming that any eligible orphan 
is entitled to a nonquota immigrant status 
under section 1 of this Act may file a peti
tion with the Attorney General. The peti
tion shall be in such form and shall con
tain such information and be supported by 
such documentary evidence as the Attorney 
General may by regulations prescribe. The 
petition shall establish to the satisfaction 
of the Attorney General that the petitioners 
will care for such eligible orphan properly 
if he is admitted to the United States and, 
if such eligible orphan has not been law
fully adopted abroad, that they will adopt 
such orphan in the United States and that 
the preadoption requirements, if any, of 
the State of such orphan's proposed resi
dence have been met. After an investiga
tion of the facts in each case, the Attorney 
General shall, if he determines the facts 
stated in the petition are true and that the 
petitioning United States citizen and spouse 
are persons of good moral character, ap
prove the petition and forward one copy 
thereof to the Department of State. The 
Secretary of State shall then authorize the 
consular officer concerned to grant non
quota immigrant status to the beneficiary 
of such petition after the consular officer 
has determined that such beneficiary ls an 
eligible orphan as herein defined. 

SEC. 4. Any visa which has been or shall 
be issued to an eligible orphan under this 
Act or under any other immigration law to 
a child lawfully adopted by a United States 
citizen and spouse while such citizen is 
serving abroad in the United States Armed 
Forces, or is employed abroad by the United 
States Government, or is temporarily abroad 
on business, shall be valid until such time, 
for a period not to exceed three years, as 
the adoptive citizen parent returns to the 
United States in due course of his service, 
employment, or business. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to lay on the table the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
York [Mr. KEATING] for himself and 
other Senators. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on that 
motion, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 

the Senator from Montana yield back 
the remainder of his time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana to lay on 
the table the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING] 
for himself and other Senators. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRE], the Senator from Indiana 
[Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. JoRDAN], the Sena
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], the 
Senator from Hawaii [Mr. LONG], the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], 
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and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus
SELL] are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [M:r-. CHAVEZ] is absent be
cause of illness. 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is paired with 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MoR
TON]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from New Mexico would vote "yea," and 
the Senator from Kentucky would vote 
"nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. JoRDAN] is paired with 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BuT
LER]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from North Carolina would vote "yea," 
and the Senator from Maryland would 
vote "nay." 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] 
would each vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY] and the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MORTON] are detained on official 
business. 

On this vote the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. BuTLER] is paired with the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. JoR
DAN]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from Maryland would vote "nay," and 
the Senator from North Carolina would 
vote "yea." 

On this vote the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. MoRTON] is paired with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from Kentucky would vote "nay," and 
the Senator from New Mexico would vote 
"yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 42, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Aiken 
Bartlett 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Carroll 
Dodd 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 

All ott 
Beall 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Bush 
Capehart 
Case. N.J. 
Case, S. Dak. 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 

INo.97] 
YEAs-42 

Hickey 
Hill 
Holland 
Jackson 
Johnston 
Kefauver 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McClellan 
McGee 
McNamara 

NAYs-43 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Engle 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hruska 
Javits 
Keating 
Kuchel 
McCarthy 
Mlller 
Morse 
Mundt 

Metcalf 
Monroney 
Moss 
Pastore 
Pell 
Randolph 
Smathers 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Muskle 
Neuberger 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Tower 
Williams, N.J. 
Wllliams, Del. 
Young, N.Dak. 

NOT VOTING-15 
Anderson Gore Long, Hawaii 
Butler Hartke Morton 
Byrd, Va. Humphrey Robertson 
Chavez Jordan Russell 
Eastland Kerr Wiley 

So the motion to lay on the table was 
rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on agreeing to the Keat
ing amendment. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, on 
this question, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I join 
in the request for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 

question of agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from New York, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered; and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT (after having voted 

in the negative). Mr. President, on this 
vote I have a live pair with the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CARLSON]. If he were 
present, he would vote "yea." If I were 
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I 
withhold my vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. EAsTLAND], the Senator from TenL• 
nesee [Mr. GoRE], the Senator from In .. 
diana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], the Sena
tor from North Carolina [Mr. JoRDAN], 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. KERR], 
the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. LoNG], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
RANDOLPH], and the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON] are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], is absent be
cause of illness. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. KERR], the Senator from Hawaii 
[Mr. LoNG], the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. RANDOLPH], the Senator from 
Arizona, [Mr. HAYDEN], and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. GoRE], would each 
vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] is paired with 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAsT
LAND]. If present and voting, the Sena
tor from New Mexico would vote "yea,'' 
and the Senator from Mississippi would 
vote "nay." .. 

On this vote, the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. BYRD], is paired with the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Virginia would vote "nay," and the Sen
ator from New Me~ico would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. HuMPHREY], is paired with 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBERT
soN]. If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Minnesota would vote "yea," 
and the Senator from Virginia would 
vote "nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. · I announce that the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUTLER] 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
WILEY], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CARLSON], the Senator from New York 
[Mr. JAVITS], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] are 
detained on official business. 

If present and voting the Senator 
from New York [Mr. JAVITS], the Sena
tor from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER], and 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] WOUld each VOte "yea." 

The pair of the Senator from Kan
sas [Mr. CARLSON] and the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] has pre
viously been announced. 

The result was announced-yeas 69, 
nays 12, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Bartlett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Bridges 
Burdick 
Bush 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Capehart 
Carroll 
case, N.J. 
Case, S.Dak . 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 

Ellender 
Ervin 
H111 
Holland 

[No.98J 
YEAS-69 

Douglas 
Dworshak 
Engle 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Gruening 
Hart 
Hickenlooper 
Hickey 
Hruska 
Jackson 
Keating 
Kefauver 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long. La. 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 

NAY8--12 
Johnston 
McClellan 
Russell 
Smathers 

Miller 
Monroney 
Morse 
Morton 
Moss 
Mundt 
Muskie 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pell 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Schoeppel 
Scott 
Smith, Mass. 
Smith, Maine 
Symington 
Tower 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, N.Dak . 
Young, Ohio 

Sparkman 
Stennis 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 

NOT VOTING-19 
Anderson Gore 
Butler Hartke-
Byrd, Va. Hayden 
Carlson Humphrey 
Chavez Javits 
Eastland Jordan 
Fulbright Kerr 

Long, Ha wail 
Randolph 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Wiley 

So the amendment offered by Mr. 
KEATING for himself and other Senators 
was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I o:fier 
the amendment which I send to the desk 
and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 21, 
line 17, it is proposed to strike the letter 
"i" and to insert in lieu of the remainder 
of the sentence following the comma (,) 
on page 21, line 23, the following: 

But members o! the Board, the Commis
sion, the Committee, or members of any 
other board, commission or committee serv
ing any other department or agency of the 
Government in an advisory or consultative 
capacity only shall not be allowed any com
pensation as per diem or otherwise in excess 
of that prescribed by or established pursuant 
to section 5 of the Administrative Expense 
Act of 1946, as amended, notwithstanding the 
provision of any other law. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I shall 
not ask for the yeas and nays on the 
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amendment because the manager of the 
bill, the distinguished Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], has indicated 
no objection to it. It is self-explana
tory. It would eliminate the $50 per 
diem and replace it, for the members of 
commissions and the members of 
boards, by the provisions of section 5 of 
the Administrative Expense Act of 1946, 
which provides that: 

Persons serving without compensation or 
at $1 per annum may be allowed, while 
away from their homes or regular places of 
business, transportation- in accordance with 
said regulations and said Act of February 
14, 1931, as so amended, and not to exceed 
$10 per diem. 

I shall be happy to answer any ques
tions. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I said I had no 

objection to the provision because, in 
addition to applying it to the pending 
bill, the Senator from Iowa has made it 
apply to all consultants in all Govern
ment agencies. 

The only point I made at the begin
ning was that since it is customary, in 
other agencies of the Government, to 
pay consultants a fee of $50 a day, we 
were proposing it in this bill. The Sen
ator from Iowa objected to that. I said 
that if he would make the language ap
plicable to all agencies of the Govern
ment, I was not seeking any special priv
ileges for these commissions and boards 
and committees, so he consented to make 
the amendment applicable across the 
board to all agencies of the Government, 
which is satisfactory to me, if all are 
on the same basis. Therefore, I have 
no objection. 

I should like to have Senators know 
that this applies across the board to all 
consultants in every agency. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sen

ators yield back their remaining time? 
Mr. MILLER. I should like to amplify 

one thing in connection with the state
ment of the Senator from Arkansas. 
This amendment would not apply to 
consultants as such. The amendment 
would apply only to commissions and 
committees, not to consultants as such. 
I should like to make that clear, because 
many independent consultants are paid 
on a per diem basis. This language 
would not affect them. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Do I correctly un
derstand that the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa would provide, with 
respect to the employment of a consult
ant by the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, or some of the other com
missions which require highly technical 
and skilled consultants, that the pay 
would be only $10 a day? 

Mr. MILLER. No. I attempted to 
make it very clear. That is not the case. 

This language would affect only members 
of commissions and boards serving in a 
consultative capacity, as consultative 
boards. It would not affect independent 
consultants at all. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. What is the differ
ence? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am thinking of 
one commission in particular. Would it 
affect, let us say, the American Battle 
Monuments Commission, whose members 
serve without pay, though they have to 
make trips to various places? 

Mr. MILLER. Not at all. Those men 
are already covered by section 5 of the 
Administrative Expense Act of 1946. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The amendment 
would apply the act to that Commission? 

Mr. MILLER. To the commission un-
der the bill? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. MILLER. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. That is all it would 

do? 
Mr. MILLER. I should like for the 

Senator to understand the amendment. 
I am not quite sure I understand the 
Senator's question. I should like to make 
it clear that with respect to the Ameri
can Battle Monuments Commission, to 
which the Senator referred--

Mr. MAGNUSON. I merely used that 
as an example. 

Mr. MILLER. I understand. The 
American Battle Monuments Commission 
would not be affected by the amendmeht, 
because it is already covered by section 5 
of the Administrative Expense Act of 
1946. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; but we have 
modified that act on many occasions in 
different bills and have granted different 
authorities to various committees and 
agencies. 

Mr. MILLER. I point out to the Sen
ator that the Administrative Expense 
Act of 1946 has been amended, and my 
amendment provides that the Adminis
trative Expense Act of 1946, as amend
ed, shall be applicable. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. What I am trying 
to suggest to the Senator is that, al
though we have not amended the Ad
ministrative Procedure Act, technically, 
as such, we have passed legislation ap
plying to various commissions and agen
cies in the field which, in effect, repealed 
the Administrative Procedure Act as it 
applied to them. Would this put those 
commissions under the act again? 

Mr. MILLER. I am sorry I cannot 
give a definitive answer to the Senator. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Was the amend
ment considered by the committee? 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me so that I 
may clarify the situation? 

Mr. MILLER. I am happy to yield 
to my colleague from Iowa. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. It is my un
derstanding of the Senator's amendment 
that if a board or commission member, 
who is already operating on an existing 
board or commission, is called upon to 
act as a consultant for any other agency, 
he cannot draw two paychecks. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. In other 
words, if a consultant is taken from one 
agency or commission and serves as a 
consultant to another commission, he 
cannot be paid twice. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is not what 
the language provides. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I ask the Sen
ator if that is what it means. 

Mr. MILLER. In response to my col
league from Iowa I say that the amend
ment certainly does mean that with 
respect to the example he gave. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I still do not under
stand the amendment. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wish 
to return to the question of the Senator 
from Washington. I think what is con
fusing the Senator is the point that was 
originally brought up about consultants. 
The amendment has nothing to do with 
consultants, but has to do only with 
commissions or boards which are serving 
in a consultative or advisory capacity. 
Independent consultants who are hired 
in the ICC, the CAB, or other agencies 
are not affected at all. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The amendment 
refers to the board members who serve 
without pay? 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. In respect to a per

son who serves without pay, no matter 
what the board is in the Government, he 
would be put back under the Admin
istrative Procedure Act, and would be 
entitled to $10 a day? 

Mr. MILLER. And his travel ex
penses. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. And his travel ex
penses. 

Mr. MILLER. That is correct. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 

heard what the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa and his senior colleague have 
said the amendment means, but I insist 
that the amendment is susceptible of a 
very different construction from that 
which is placed on it by the author. 

In the 11th hour in respect to action 
on the bill there is brought before the 
Senate a little amendment which the 
author did not think enough of to have 
printed, so that the Members of the Sen
ate might read and understand it, though 
it is proposed legislation dealing with 
every agency of the Government and 
every consultant of the Government. 
These are sought to be governed by a 
provision to be attached to a bill which 
has to do with educational and cultural 
exchanges between countries. 

This is a far-reaching amendment. It 
does not pertain merely to one board. It 
refers to any board or commission or 
committee which is serving any depart
ment or agency of the Government of the 
United States. 

I say that we have reached some kind 
of new absurdity in legislation when we 
undertake to agree to an amendment 
such as the one proposed. It has been 
rushed up in one little "written out" 
amendment on a bill of the kind before 
the Senate at this late hour of the day. 
The Senate is reaching some kind of new 
low in legislation when we consider such 
an amendment to this kind of bill. The 
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amendment should have been printed. 
Senators should have had an opportu
nity to read and understand it. For my 
part, I do not intend that the amend
ment be agreed to at any time soon to
night. There are ways in which to 
legislate. We have been very generous 
in our extension of the procedures. But 
the present amendment is not the proper 
way to legislate. I read the amend
ment: 

But members of the Board, the Commis
sion, the Committee, or members of any 
other board, commission or committee serv
ing any other department or agency of the 
Government in an advisory or consultative 
capacity only shall not be allowed any com
pensation as per diem or otherwise in excess 
of that prescribed by or established pursu
ant to section 5 of the Administrative Ex
pense Act of 1946, as amended, notwit h
standing the provision of any other law. 

No Senator, including the author of 
the amendment, can tell us how many 
laws would be repealed by saying "not
withstanding the provision of any other 
law." I do not believe we should legis
late in such a fashion at this time in 
connection with the pending bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
thoroughly approve of what the distin
guished Senator from Georgia has said. 
As I am sure the Senator from Maine 
[Mrs. SMITH], who is the ranking mi
nority member of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on which we both serve, 
will recall, we have had this very sub
ject up for study in our committee last 
year and this year, and the Budget Bu
reau is studying it now. 

A list was submitted to us only a few 
days ago showing the rate paid consult
ants. It ranges all the way from $50, 
which I believe was the least amount, 
to $100. 

We have also found, particularly with 
reference to far off places like the Pan
ama Canal, that a much larger sum is 
allowed than is the case in some 
other places. The Budget Bureau is 
studying the problem. We are trying to 
handle it in an appropriate way by gen
eral legislation. We have referred the 
subject to the appropriate legislative 
committee for its study and handling. 
It seems to me that while this careful ef
fort is underway, it would be inappro
priate to try to deal in an arbitrary and 
intermediate fashion with a subject 
which has been studied so long, and as 
to which a real effort is now underway 
to try to bring about order in our Gov
ernment in this very important field. 
Therefore I support the position taken 
by the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sure the Senator 
is not trying to accomplish the object in 
a darkroom. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I completely agree with 

the Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] 
and the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND·]. We cannot escape the fact 
that this is a proposal for general legis
lation. There were no hearings on the 
proposal. The Senate Committee on 

Foreign Relations never went into it, 
even in respect to its reference to the 
bill before the Senate. But as the Sen
ator from Georgia has pointed out, the 
amendment would not be limited to the 
bill. I think the Senate is entitled to 
advice from the Committee on Appro
priations. I think the Senate is entitled 
to advice from legislative committees 
having jurisdiction over legislation which 
involves the commissions, boards, and 
consulting groups that would be covered 
by the amendment. I believe that this 
is an inappropriate bill on which to at
tach the amendment, and I hope that 
it will be rejected. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In the House there 
is the so-called Ramseyer rule, which 
states that proposed legislation to re
peal laws must show what is being re
pealed. I ask the Senator from Georgia 
if he knows what acts would be repealed 
by the proposed amendment? 

Mr. RUSSELL. No, and I do not think 
the author of the amendment knows. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the Senator 
believe that such procedure would be 
wise? I do not, and I hope that the 
Senate will ask for a yea-and-nay vote. 
We have heard about fiscal irresponsi
bility. I say that we have before us an 
example of legislative irresponsibility. 
No Senator would know what he would 
be voting to repeal. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I wish to associate 

myself with the remarks of the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I believe 
I have the floor. I think I can save a 
great deal of time. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do not 
know how the Senator from Iowa ob
tained the floor. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is 
speaking under allocated time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in view 
of the assurance that has been given to 
the Senate by the distinguished Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] that the 
matter of salaries and per diems for the 
various boards and commissions is being 
given very careful study, I withdraw my 
amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin
guished Senator. 

Mr. MILLER. I think it is very im
portant to point out to the Senate that 
the bill would make a change in the pro
cedure for handling commissions and 
boards under our cultural exchange pro
gram. Up until now people working un
der that program have been serving 
without any compensation whatever un
der the Administrative Expenses Act of 
1946. Now it is proposed to change the 
provisions of that act to pay $50 per day. 
I think it is a very poor time to make a 
change, and that is the reason which 
prompted my original amendment. But 
it was only upon the suggestion of the 
more senior Senators that the amend
ment was broadened in the fashion that 
it was. 

Mr. President, I withdraw my amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment has been withdrawn. The 
bill is open to further amendment. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the committee I offer a series 
of amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 13, 
line 9, it is proposed to delete "accounts" 
and substitute ".amounts". 

On page 17, line 22, it is proposed to 
insert "and" before the word "public". 

On page 18, line 23, it is proposed to 
insert a comma after "cultural". 

On page 24, line 7, it is proposed to de
lete the hyphen at the end; insert the 
hyphen between "bona" and "fide". 

On page 25, line 16, it is proposed to 
insert "and'' before "will not deprive". 

On page 29, line 15, it is proposed to 
change "scholarship" to read "scholar
ships". 

On page 17, line 14, it is proposed to 
delete ", (5) ,". 

On page 23, line 9, it is proposed to 
insert "and (3)" after "(2) ". 

On page 26, line 15, it is proposed to 
delete "only" and substitute "also". 

On page 26, line 16, it is proposed to 
delete "acquiring" and insert "who ac
quired" after "persons". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments offered by the Senator from Ar
kansas on behalf of the committee. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
submit and ask consideration of com
mittee amendments which generally 
propose changes of a perfecting nature, 
and raise no controversial question. 

The first six items correct typographi
cal errors in the bill, and do not raise 
any substantive issues whatsoever. 

The deletion of the reference to sec
tion 102(b)(5) on line 14, page 17, re
tracts the expansion of the supervisory 
authority of the Board of Foreign Schol
arships to cover research and develop
ment ootivities. The Board currently 
has no primary role in connection with 
such activities, and would not normally 
find them coming within its field of 
jurisdiction. The executive branch fully 
supports this deletion. 

The insertion of the reference to sec
tion 102(a) (3) is an editorial change 
made necessary by committee action in 
another context which divided section 
102(a) (2) and created a new subsec
tion (3). The effect of this amend
ment is solely to confirm existing author
ity as it now stands. 

The two related changes on page 26, 
lines 15 and 16 of the bill, basically are 
also of an editorial character. They 
remedy an imperfection in the phrasing 
of an amendment to the Immigration 
and Nationality Act which was submit
ted by the executive branch and ac
cepted by the committee. We have been 
in touch with the executive branch and 
the Senate Immigration Subcommittee 
staff and have complete assurance that 
these two one-word changes are neces
sary to the proper interpretation of these 
lines in the bill. 
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Mr. President, I ask that the amend

ments be considered and agreed to en 
bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to en bloc. 

The bill is open to further amendment. 
Mr. DIRKSEN obtained the floor. 

·Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute under the bill to the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Illinois. 

On June 29, I submitted an amend
ment designated "C." I wish to with
draw that amendment also, and I wish 
to make clear why it is being withdrawn. 

The amendment was designed to clear 
up a problem that had arisen because of 
a decision in the Tax Court of the United 
States known as the Bhalla decision, af
fecting an Indian student at the Univer
sity of Tennessee under a grant by the 
National Science Foundation. I have 
been apprised that since the amendment 
was submitted, the Treasury Department 
has acquiesced in the Bhalla decision, 
and by that acquiescence has recognized 
the validity of the decision which my 
amendment sought to codify. Therefore 
the reason for the amendment no longer 
exists. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I wish to ask the 
chairman of the committee a question. 
On page 7, section (c), the following ap
pears: 

(c) In such agreements with the United 
Nations and other international organiza
tions, the President may provide for equita
ble United States participation in and sup
port for, including a reasonable share of the 
cost of, educational and cultural programs to 
be administered by such organizations. 

I should like to have some clarification 
by the chairman of the committee as to 
whether, under the provisions of that 
section, the supervision of the program 
would be relinquished and transferred 
to an organization in which we are out
voted by a vote of 100 to 1? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator 
knows the result of the voting, or what 
influence we have. It is true that the 
bill gives authority to participate in the 
exchange programs which the various 
agencies may guarantee. 

The OAS is one in particular, which 
has a very small program, and the NATO 
organization also has one largely for the 
exchange of scientific students. There 
is no important program, if I am cor
rectly informed, so far as a United Na
tions exchange program is concerned. 
However, the Senator from Vermont dis
cussed one which is under consideration 
for the World Health Organization. I 
believe there is another one. The Sen
ator from Idaho is correct, that the bill 
gives authority to participate in such a 
program. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Of course, we all 
recognize the fact that the cultural ex
change program has been quite success
ful. I should like to know why there is 
any justification now for a radical in
novation which would transfer complete 
control over this particular exchange 
program from our own Government to 
the United Nations. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe the Sen
ator overstates the situation. It could 
not participate except in pursuance of 
an executive agreement which our Gov
ernment might make. Under such an 
agreement it could set whatever terms 
of Participation it wanted to set, deter
mine how much it wanted to pay, and 
how it wanted the program to be con
trolled. This is not a carte blanche pro
posal, or a turning over of a program 
without any control at all. The terms 
of our participation are completely 
within our control. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. If the program has 
been successful-and I am sure the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, will recognize that it has been, 
and defend it, and agree that it has been 
successfully operated-why should we 
propose a radical innovation at this time 
which may greatly weaken and under
mine the program? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I hope the Senator 
does not think that this provision means 
that we will abandon the principal activ
ities under the program. It does not 
mean any such thing. Whether or not 
any executive agreements are made to 
participate to any degree remains to be 
seen. I believe that it would be a very 
small undertaking and a very small part 
of the whole program. There are some 
countries, as I have already explained, 
some of our neighbors to the south are 
involved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be o1!ered, 
the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
FRIDAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senate, after dis
cussing the matter with the distin
guished minority leader, I ask unani
mous consent that when the Senate 
adjourns tonight it adjourn to meet at 
12 o'clock noon on Friday next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR VOTE ON PENDING 
BILL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that at the con
clusion of the morning business on Fri
day next the vote be taken on the pas
sage of the Mutual Educational and 

Cultural Exchange Act of 1961, which 
has now been read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
am prepared to yield back the remainder 
of the time on the bill on this side. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remaining time on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the bill is yielded back. 

The unanimous-consent agreement 
was subsequently reduced to writing as 
follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That on Friday, July 14, 1961, 
after the conclusion of the morning busi
ness, the Senate proceed to vote on the final 
passage of ,the bill (S. 1154) to provide for 
the improvement and strengthening of the 
international relations of the United States 
by promoting better mutual understanding 
among the peoples of the world through edu
cational and cultural exchanges. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I should like to ask 

the distinguished majority leader what 
else will be set for consideration on Fri
day other than the record vote on the 
pending bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. First, there will be 
no further votes tonight. Second, on 
Friday, at the conclusion of the vote on 
the Mutual Educational and Cultural 
Exchange Act, the pending business, the 
oceanographic bill, in which the distin
guished Senator from Illinois has an in
terest, will be taken up. 

On Monday, very likely consideration 
of the oceanographic bill will be con
tinued, and the calendar will be called. 

On Tuesday it is tentatively antici
pated-! know that the Senator from 
Idaho and the Senator from Washington 
and other Senators are interested-the 
Atomic Energy Commission authoriza
tion bill will be considered. 

On Wednesday, very likely-and again 
tentatively-the resolution relating to 
Reorganization Plan No. 5 will be con
sidered. It is anticipated that it will be 
reported by the Committee on Govern
ment Operations on Monday next. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I understand that it 
is the hope of the distinguished chair
man of the Commerce Committee that, 
while there may be some discussion of 
the oceanographic bill on Friday, no vote 
will be had until the following Monday. 
I do not know whether there has been 
any concurrence in that respect on the 
part of the leadership. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the situation de
velops in the fashion described by the 
minority leader, and elucidated by the 
senior Senator from Washington, there 
may well be a final vote on the oceano
graphic bill on Monday. However, I want 
all Members of the Senate to know that it 
is not my thought that they will be able 
to play hooky on Friday. Very likely 
there will be votes, and Senators will be 
expected to be in attendance. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I did not ob

ject to the unanimous-consent agree
ment, although it will be impossible for 
me to be present on Friday. I should 
like the RECORD to indicate that, had I 
been able to be present, I would have 
voted in favor of the bill on final pas
sage. I will be present on Monday, and 
I hope to have an opportunity to offer an 
amendment to the oceanographic bill. 
I believe there is an understanding that 
Senators will have an opportunity to 
offer amendments to the bill on Monday. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If any develop
ment occurs which may impair the Sen
ator's right to do so, I will be prepared 
on Friday to offer an amendment in his 
name; I will also do my best to see that 
he is given a live pair or pairs, U possible. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield 
1 minute on the bill to the Senator 
from Delaware. 

NOTICE OF MOTION TO RECON
SIDER VOTE ON S. 2197 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, this morning the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry re
ported, and a few hours later the Senate 
passed, S. 2197. 

It may well be that there will be no 
objection to the bill, but certainly if 
meritorious enough to justify its enact
ment it is at least worthy of examina
tion. 

As it is, I, as well as other Members 
of the Senate, have never had an oppor
tunity either to read the bill or to study 
the proposal. 

Therefore I now enter a motion to re
consider the vote by which S. 2197 was 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion will be entered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent, on behalf of the 
minority leader and myself, that the 
time allocated for the remainder of the 
evening be outside the allotted time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

"FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION"
ADDRESS BY SECRETARY RIBI
COFF TO GOVERNORS' CONFER
ENCE OF JUNE 27, 1961 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, during 

the floor debate upon the general aid to 
education bill, concern was expressed 
from time to time by Senators lest there 
be Federal control of our educational 
systems as a result of Federal aid. 

It was am: is my position that this 
fear has no foundation in fact. I have 
a high confidence in the wisdom of the 
present Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and I am confident that 
his successors in that important post, 
whoever they may be, will share his 
awareness of the intent of Congress with 
respect to this point. Furthermore, Con-

gress has at its command safeguards, 
both legislatively and through the ap
propriations process, which could effec
tively impress the executive branch with 
the firmness with which Congress holds 
to the conviction that Federal control 
of the operations of local school systems 
is undesirable. 

Secretary Ribicoff made that point 
very ably in an address delivered at the 
Governors' conference on June 27, 1961. 

It was a straight-from-the-shoulder 
speech which gained additional emphasis 
from the fact that as a former Governor 
of the great State of Connecticut, he was 
speaking from firsthand experience. He 
reminded the Governors of his own de
votion to the values of States rights when 
he was the chief executive of Connecti
cut, and of the fact that, as Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, he 
has insisted that every draft bill origi
nating in his Department scrupulously 
observe the legitimate prerogatives of the 
States. 

He reviewed the history of Federal 
legislation for education and in the 
course of his exposition he stated: 

I cite this historical development to put 
this discussion of financing our schools and 
colleges in proper perspective. I have an
other reason: that is to lay to rest the ghost 
of Federal control of education that seems 
to haunt every inquiry into educational 
finance which involves Federal financial par
ticipation. 

In my 6 years as Governor of Connecticut 
and in my 5 months as the Cabinet officer 
having primary responsibility for Federal 
education policies and activities, I have never 
heard from a school principal, a superintend
ent, a mayor, or a Governor the slightest 
suggestion of Federal control of education. 
Quite the contrary, the Federal interest as 
I have seen it operate strengthens the 
capacity of State and local government to 
provide for the educational needs of the 
country. 

There has been distributed to each of you 
a paper, prepared by our Department, which 
gives the details of Federal aid to education 
paid in each of your States, for fiscal 1959, 
the latest complete figures. The total an
nual expenditure, exclusive of loans, was 
nearly $2¥2 billion. This year the figures 
are even higher. I want you to look at the 
funds each of your States received under all 
of these federally aided programs. I want 
you to tell me if you know of a single in
stance of Federal control of education be
cause of these expenditures. And I would 
also like those who oppose the School As
sistance Act of 1961 to tell me which of 
these existing programs they would like to 
have withdrawn. 

Are you opposed to receiving funds for 
land-grant colleges, for vocational education, 
for National Defense Education Act loans 
and fellowships, for school construction and 
teachers' salaries in federally impacted areas? 

Let us acknowledge the plain truth that 
after 175 years of Federal financial partici
pation in the support of education, the direc
tion, administration, control, and responsi
bility for education are all firmly in the 
hands of State, local, and private agencies. 
More significantly, there is no support that 
I know of in education, Government, poli
tics, or public opinion for changing this 
emphasis. Therefore, let us discuss issues 
that have real substance. 

Mr. President, this is a most signifi
cant figure that the Secretary presents. 
The Federal money for educational pur-

poses, exclusive of loans, which was 
made available to the States for the 
fiscal year 1959, amounted to $2¥2 billion. 
Yet this was done without Federal con
trol. 

In my judgment, Secretary Ribicoff 
has presented an irrefutable case against 
the scarecrow arguments of Federal con
trol of our local school systems. 

Because I am confident that many 
Senators are receiving correspondence 
from sincere citizens who wish to know 
the facts of this matter, I ask unanimous 
consent that Secretary Ribicoff's re
marks of June 27, 1961, together with 
the statistical tables setting forth the 
amounts received by each State for the 
various educational programs currently 
being administered be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
and tables were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
REMARKS BY ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, SECRETARY OF 

HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

I am glad to have a chance to discuss aid 
to education with this group of realists. You 
would not hold the positions of leadership in 
your States had you not demonstrated the 
ability to be realistic about the problems 
your States face and realistic about the 
ways to solve them. And while each of you 
knows the value of a politically appealing 
slogan, you also know the hard realities of 
State and local government which slogans 
often disguise. 

As I have read and listened to the cur
rent debate over the President's domestic 
proposals, one pattern has consistently 
emerged: The problems before us are the 
problems of the sixties, but the dialogue is 
spoken in the rhetoric of the twenties. The 
catch phrases and slogans of another era 
are being trumpeted across the land. In 
many of your States these familiar battle 
cries evoke a warm response. 

But you and I know that the slogans will 
not solve the problems. Every Governor who 
has wrestled with his State budget knows 
that State and local tax resources alone can
not meet the increasing need for all basic 
State and local services. And so the Gov
ernors have in recent decades been eager 
participants with the Federal Government 
in the development of federally aided State 
programs to meet the varied needs of the 
people. 

For brief intervals during each session of 
Congress, the States rights banner has been 
hauled down, while realistic Governors and 
Senators and Congressmen hammered our 
programs of Federal aid for highways, for 
welfare grants, for farm programs, for re
source development-yes, and for education 
as well. 

Then, with the legislation enacted and 
the allotment formulas adjusted to take 
account of variations in State financial re
sources, the banners are again unfurled, the 
battle cries are voiced, and invariably the 
battalions of critics mounting the best as
sault on Federal assistance are quartered in 
the States receiving the greatest share of 
Federal funds. 

Let me speak frankly to you. As a Gov
ernor I knew full well the true value of 
States rights. I cherished those rights and 
greatly valued the opportunity that my State 
enjoyed to deal with its own problems in ways 
best suited to its people and their traditions. 
As a Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare I am just as concerned about States 
rights as I ever was-just as concerned as 
any Governor here. I will always defend 
the right of every State to deal with local 
problems free of Federal interference. To 
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this end I _ have insisted that every one of 
the many draft bllls which the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare has sent 
to Congress since January has scrupulously 
observed the legitimate prerogatives of State 
government. This meaningful side of States 
rights I respect. 

What I rejected as Governor and stlll ·reject 
as Secretary is the sloganeering aspect of 
States rights-the false cry of alarm that is 
raised whenever the Federal Government 
and the States join together to solve prob
lems of national significance which the 
States alone cannot solve. I reject the claim 
that Federal funds mean Federal domination. 
I did not find this to be true in my State, 
and I think many of you who readily accept 
Federal funds and regularly seek increased 
grants will candidly admit the claim is 
spurious. 

So let us bear these realities in mind as 
we consider the specific problem of educa
tion today. My firm belief is that State and 
local government-and private effort--<:an
not alone provide the means of attaining our 
goals in education, although their effort has 
been great and is constantly increasing. I 
am convinced that a still greater local, State, 
and private effort is required and, in addi
tion, that the Federal Government must pro
vide increased financial assistance for this 
effort. 

Let me make it completely clear there is 
nothing new about Federal financial assist
ance to improve education. 

Our National Government has provided di
rect assistance for education during the 
whole period of our national life. In the 
Survey Ordinance of 1785-4 years prior to 
the adoption of the Constitution-the Na
tional Government provided for the reserva
tion of lot No. 16 of every township for the 
maintenance of public schools in every 
township. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787, 
in providing for the distribution of Federal 
lands, declared that "schools and the means 
of education shall forever be encouraged." 

This early national support and encourage
ment of education has been followed by a 
long succession of Federal actions to 
strengthen our schools and colleges. We 
might never have had our splendid State 
systems of public higher education had it not 
been for the Land-Grant College Act of 1862. 
The Congress has provided additional Fed
eral assistance for land-grant institutions 
periodically since 1862. The latest addition 
to such assistance was enacted only last year. 

We might never have had the benefit of 
a universal system of vocational education 
had it not been for the National Vocational 
Education Acts, beginning in 1917. The 
Congress recognized an urgent educational 
need and assisted the States in meeting it 
through the public school systems. 

Moreover, the educational level of the adult 
population of this country would not be 
nearly so high in 1961 had it not been for 
the GI bills of 1944 and 1952. 

Today our Federal Government-in co
operation with State governments and pub
lic and private colleges and universities-is 
making a great contribution- to education. 
Under the National Defense Education Act 
of 1958, through the programs of the Nation
al Science Foundation, the Department of 
Agriculture, and other departments and 
agencies, our schools and colleges are being 
helped to improve their programs in science, 
mathematics, modern foreign languages, and 
technical education; students are being 
helped financially so that they can finish 
college; graduate education is being 
strengthened and expanded to meet our edu
cational, industrial, and other needs. These 
are all areas of crucial national concern. 

Under the federally impacted area pro
gram, hundreds of millions of Federal funds 

have been spent in every one of your States 
for building schools and paying teachers' 
salaries. 

I cite this historical development to put 
this discussion of financing our schools and 
colleges in proper perspective. I have an
other reason: that is to lay to-rest the ghost 
of Federal control of education that seems 
to haunt every inquiry into educational 
finance which involves Federal financial par
ticipation. 

In my 6 years as Governor of Connecticut 
and in my 5 months as the Cabinet officer 
having primary responsibility for Federal 
education policies and activities, I have 
never heard from a school principal, a super
intendent, a mayor, or a Governor the 
slightest suggestion of Federal control of 
education. Quite the contrary, the Federal 
interest as I have seen it operate strengthens 
the capacity of State and local government 
to provide for the educational needs of the 
country. 

There has been distributed to each of you 
a paper, prepared by our Department, which 
gives the details of Federal aid to education 
paid in each of your States-for fiscal 1959-
the latest complete figures. The total an
nual expenditure, exclusive of loans, was 
nearly $2 Y2 billion. This year the figures are 
even higher. I want you to look at the funds 
each of your States received under an of these 
federally aided programs. I want you to tell 
me if you know of a single instance of Fed
eral control of education because of these ex
penditures. And I would also like those who 
oppose the School Assistance Act of 1961 to 
tell me which of these existing programs 
they would like to have withdrawn. 

Are you opposed to receiving funds for 
land-grant colleges, for vocational education, 
for National Defense Education Act loans and 
fellowships, for school construction and 
teachers' salaries in federally impacted areas? 

Let us acknowledge the plain truth that 
after 175 years of Federal financial participa
tion in the support of education, the direc- · 
tion, administration, control, and responsi
bility for education are all firmly in the 
hands of State, local, and private agencies. 
More significantly, there is no support that 
I know of in education, government, politics, 
or public opinion for changing this emphasis. 
Therefore, let us discuss issues that have 
real substance. 

Education is an area of national concern 
in which we must make a common national 
effort. For the Nation's interest in improv
ing education in every State is clear. If 
education lags behind in any State, the en
tire Nation suffers. Our national responsi
bilities are too great to permit gaps in the 
pursuit of excellence. And with some 5 
million of our population moving across 
State lines every year, every citizen is en
titled to the assurance that first-rate educa
tional opportunities exist in every one of the 
50 States. 

Let us face the fact that we have not met 
our needs. Today the classroom shortage 
stands at 142,000. Two million children at
tend schools in unsatisfactory facilities. 

Teachers' salaries have improved but are 
still too low. The average earnings for 17 
professions requiring college graduation are 
twice as high as the average for teachers. 
And today there are 90,000 teachers in our 
classrooms who fail to meet full professional 
certification requirements. 

In the field of higher education we have 
to accommodate 1 million more students by 
1965. During that period currently avail
able resources for facilities alone will fall 
short by $2.9 billion. 

Our needs are great. And they are grow
ing. 

What of our capacity to meet these needs? 
During_ ~he past decade the States and local 

communities have made an extraordinary 
effort to keep pace with the Nation's snow
balling educational problems. Yet each 
year-as you well know-the budgetary 
p-roblems become more and more severe. 
While Federal tax dollars have increased 85 
percent in the years since World War II, 
State and local communities have had to in
crease their tax revenues by 221 percent. 
While the Federal debt has increased by 6 
percent, State and local debt has increased 
more than 300 percent since 1946. Property 
t axes, the traditional source of revenue for 
education, are in many areas rapidly ap
proaching the limits of reasonableness. In 
some areas they may well have exceeded such 
limits. 

What is more, the States vary greatly in 
the ability to finance education. The State 
with the highest income has almost 4 times 
the income per public elementary and sec
ondary school pupil found in the State with 
the lowest income. 

Inequality of ability is reflected in in
equality of performance. The two States 
with the highest capacity and the smallest 
load a.I"e expanding in the order of 2 Y2 times 
as many dollars per pupil annually as the 
two States with the lowest capacity and the 
heaviest load. 

While it is possible to argue that a dollar 
may buy more in Alabama or Arkansas than 
in New York or New Jersey, it will not buy 
enough more to explain away a difference 
between what $225 annual expenditures per 
pupil will buy and the quality of education 
which $680 per year per pupil will provide. 

If we are to do all that we should do in 
education-all that we must do-the pros
pect is the the effort I have described must 
be approximately doubled during the next 
10 years. It is obvious that additional re
sources-private, local, State, · and Federal
must be called upon to accomplish this. 

This administration believes in education. 
We believe that the Federal role in educa
tion is -to strengthen State, local, and pri
vate efforts to meet the goals of education 
enunciated by the President. We believe 
that the fiscal resources of the Federal Gov
ernment must be utilized to a greater extent 
than before to achieve these goals. The 
President has placed before the Congress a 
comprehensive set of farsighted and imagi
native proposals to strengthen education. 
In very brief outline, these are: 

A 3-year program of grants to the States 
for the construction of public elementary 
and secondary school facilities, the improve
ment of teachers' salaries, and an attack on 
special educational problems found in all 
States. By giving each State its own choice 
of using funds for either school construction 
or teachers' salaries, this proposal serves the 
true spirit of States rights. 

Amendment and extension of the Nation
al Defense Education Act, which authorizes 
related programs of vital importance to 
every level of education. 

Continuation of the existing college 
housing loan program with a 5-year, $250 
million annual program for residential 
housing. 

Establishment of a new long-term, low
interest-rate program, also for 5 years, at 
$300 mill1on a year, for higher education 
academic facilities--classrooms, laboratories, 
and libraries. 

A 5-year program of scholarships for col
lege students, with sufficient appropriations 
to permit the award of 25,000 scholarships 
in the first year, 37,500 -in the second, and 
50,000 in the three succeeding years. 

Increased assistance for medical and den
tal school construction and a bold program 
of scholarship aid for one-fourth of the Na
tion's medkal and dental students. 
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I am confident that the American people, 

acting as individuals and through their gov
ernmental structures, will see to it that the 
goals of education are achieved. Certainly 
there is a growing recognition of the neces
sity for a new standard of excellence in edu
cation and in other phases of our national 

life. And I believe that we have both the 
means and the determination to make this 
excellence available to all who are willing 
and able to pursue it. 

a · national goal. Ours is a remarkable and 
original educational system. It must be 
strengthened. . It must be impro:ved. . 

We must find the resources to do the 
job-resources which will assure our con
tinued progress and survival as a free 
nation. 

State or territory : Grand 
total 

(1) (2) 

TotaL _______ 2, 413, 188. 176 

Alabama._-------- - 46.770,590 
Alaska ______ ------ __ 14.681,956 
Arizona _________ ---- 18,642,806 
Arkansas ___________ 20,934. 089 
California_--------- 167, 511, 839 
Colorado __ --------- 28,122,129 
Connecticut ________ 19,244.837 
Delaware ___________ 3, 620,127 Florida _____________ 50,242,002 Georgia _____________ 50,681,256 
Hawaii.--------- --- 8, 723,224 
Idaho----- ___ ------_ 9, 581,298 
Illinois_----------- - 66, 127, 578 Indiana _____________ 34.386,.230 
Iowa_------- ------- 26, 738,927 Kansas _____________ 22,626,280 
Kentucky_--------- 28,574,560 Louisiana __________ _ 34,042,929 
Maine __ ------------ 10,375,781 
Maryland_--------- 28,418,818 
Massachusetts ______ 53,419,900 
Michigan ______ ---- 58,352,348 Minnesota __________ 32,693,051 
M~ssissippi_ ________ 26,579,794 
MISSOuri.---------- - 38,994,917 Montana ___________ 9, 914,260 Nebraska ___________ 15,397,996 
Nevada_----------- 3,603, 789 
New Hampshire ____ 5, 873,528 
New Jersey _________ 29,611,922 

We cannot do otherwise. 
The United States is the first nation in 

history to set universal public· education as 

Summary of Federal f unds for ed'ucation, fi scal year 1959 

[In dollars] 

Funds ad-
Funds ad- Funds ad- ministered Other 
ministered ministered by the Federal S~atc or territ ory Grand 

by the by the Veterans' funds for total 
DHEW USDA Adminis- education 

tration 

(3) (4) (5) (6) (1) (2) 

737, 865, 4.86 383, 555, 847 602. 035, 460 689, 731, 383 New Mexico ________ 24,928, 522 New York __________ 120, 065, 530 
17,857,383 10,630,572 17,366,993 915,642 North Carolina _____ 47,483, 863 

7, 446,634 544.330 178,827 6, 512,165 North Dakota ___ : __ 8,952,025 
9, 330,430 3, 210, 172 4, 622,848 1. 4.79, 356 Ohio __ ---------- --- 57,345,452 
6,460, HiO 7. 492,685 6. 549,971 431,283 Oklahoma ______ ____ 34,801,768 

72,369,482 23,018.268 59,846,992 12, 277,097 Oregon_------------ 39,945,226 
11,279,373 3, 718,375 7, 758,181 5, 366,200 Pennsylvania _______ 75,865,949 

6, 364.334 3,128,078 5, 882,019 3, 870,406 Rhode Island _______ 9,067, 556 
1, 993,573 818,351 540,447 267,756 South Carolina _____ 28,304,584 

22. 314,771 7. 980,338 18,351,819 1, 595.074 South Dakota ______ 11,149,782 
18,047,884 11. 088,497 18,785, 163 2, 759,712 Tennessee __________ 38,892,529 
6, 268,747 1, 752, 632 (1) 701,845 Texas _____ ___ ------- 86,338,598 
4, 103,481 2, 818,877 2, 349,801 309,139 Utah_------------- - 17,942,607 

19, 844,028 14,977,011 25,092,806 6, 213,733 Vermont_ _________ _ 3,930,027 
10, 690,748 8, 338,568 12,423,408 2, 933,506 Virginia ________ .,; ___ 48,201,471 

6, 598,421 7, 241,032 10,946,977 1, 952,497 Washington_ ------- 38,754,147 
9, 716,234 5,016, 755 6,040,344 1, 852,947 West Virginia _____ _ 17, 197,692 
9, 283,402 9, 566,550 9,128,063 596,545 Wisconsin _________ _ 34,273,486 
8, 999,682 9, 397,399 14,344,701 1, 301,147 Wyoming ___ ------- 16,822,884 
5,490,374 2, 157,204 2, 083,512 644,691 Dist. of CoL __ _____ 25,755,108 

17,374,363 4,638,062 4, 618,911 1, 787,482 American Samoa ___ 218,113 
18, 195, 199 7,872, 577 17,031,940 10,320,184 Canal Zone ________ _ 5, 068,045 
16,632,878 13,038,304 20,840,155 7, 841,011 Guam ______________ 953,347 
8, 058,787 8, 326,755 13,460,584 2,846, 925 Puerto Rico ________ 12,806,646 
9, 586,191 9, 140,958 7,234,234 618,411 Virgin Islands ______ 212,710 

12,010,6-12 9, 167,353 15,860,103 1, 956,849 U.S. possessions ___ _ 21,627,655 
2, 791,549 2, 501, 153 2,315, 311 2, 306,247 Foreign countries ___ 2,967, 074 
5, 473,240 3, 199,103 6,470,584 255,069 Unallotted __________ 173,416 
2,066,074 696,340 508,471 332,904 AMA contracts _____ 170,000 
2, 555,771 1, 253,318 1, 698,938 365,501 Trust territories ___ _ 89,539 

10,992,415 5, 905,387 10,837,239 1, 876,881 National and other_ 618, 394, 064 

Funds ad-
Funds ad- Funds ad- minimered Other 
ministered ministered by the Federal 

by the by the Veterans' funds for 
DHEW USDA Adminis- education 

tration 

(3) (4) (5) {6) 

11,001,940 3,054.,071 3, 234,088 7,638,423 
42,347, 922 22,443,854 38,860,263 16,413,491 
15,601,061 13,328,390 14, 972,679 3, 581', 733 
2, 063,003 2, 314,043 3,965, 514 609, 465 

18,917,493 15,464,646 19,415,761 3, 547,552 
15,543,211 6, 550,618 10,744,196 1,963, 743 

6, 053,341 11,130,990 5,845, 796 16,915,099 
21,206,389 16,217,027 33,520,547 4,921, 986 
4, 024,628 1, 179,610 3, 061,318 802,000 

10,024,128 7,909, 538 9,921, 273 449,645 
3, 951,494 2, 322,730 4, 040,199 835; 359 

12,538,495 11,568,784 12,749,448 2, 035,802 
36,224,355 17,585,892 28,932,039 3, 596,312 

5, 767,241 2, 583,456 5,940,205 3, 651, 705· 
1, 585,282 1, 050,654 958,322 335,769 

24,005,955 9, 431,135 13,484,834 1,279,547 
17,969,208 9, 383,561 10,084,867 1, 316,511 

5, 314,027 5, 287,942 6,238, 241 357,482 
8, 334,687 8, 531,412 12,053,827 5, 353,560 
1,949, 774 1, 186,370 1, 037,214 12,649,526 
1,993, 528 721,047 9, 510,758 13,529,775 

0 0 0 218,113 
49,000 0 0 5, 019,.045 

928,357 24,990 0 0 
4,000,691 8, 547,948 0 258,007 

113,530 99,180 0 0 
0 0 21,627,655 0 
0 0 2,967,074 0 
0 173,416 0 0 
0 170,000 0 0 
0 89,539 0 0 

106, 160, 536 6, 570,000 15,700,000 499, 963, 528• 

1 Amount included with U.S. possessions. Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; Office of Education, 
"Federal Funds for Education, 1958-59," table 7. 

Summary of amounts of Fedemlloans for educational purposes, fiscal year 1959 

D epartment of Health, Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, ~~~g~~fnbe~~:se ~ed~~:~ Housing and National Defense Educa- Housing and 

Total Home Fi- tion Act of 1958 Total Home Fi- tion Act of 1958 
State or territory amount nance State or territory amount nance 

loaned Agency, loaned Agency, 
college College Nonprofit college College Nonprofit 

housing student private housing student private 
loans loans school loans loans loans school loans 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

TotaL_-------- ----- $216, 127, 000 $178,407,000 $31,000,000 $6,720,000 Nevada_------------------ $1,409,488 $1,382,000 $22,635 $4,853 New Hampshire __________ 921,003 750,000 127,902 43,101 Alabama __________________ 2,394, 896 1, 900,000 460,337 34,559 New Jersey ___ ------------ 1, 608,990 700,000 557,410 351,580 
Alaska __ ------------------ 9,556 0 6,989 2, 567 New Mexico ______________ 456,943 295,000 129,628 32,315 
Arizona ___ ---------------- 636,579 400,000 206,424 30,155 New York ________________ 26,827,984 22,574,000 3, 246,582 1,007,402 
Arkansas . . ---------------- 1, 512,307 1, 250,000 249,249 13,058 North Carolina ____________ 5,498, 935 4, 763,000 717,028 18,907 
California __ --------------- 10,159,980 6, 818,000 2, 974,650 367,330 North Dakota __________ ___ 533,046 380,000 130,984 22,062 Colorado __________________ 468,537 0 423,473 45,06-4 Ohio __ -------------------- 15,692,300 13,854,000 1,420, 211 418,089 
Connecticut ___ -----_------ 3, 035,801 2, 500,000 431,675 104,126 Oklahoma _________________ 2, 813,764 2, 213,000 578,393 22,371 
Delaware __ --------------- 713,749 665,000 27,500 21,249 Oregon ____ ________________ 417,377 0 380, 742 36,635 
Florida ___________ --------- 6, 254,238 5, 625,000 566,768 62,470 Pennsylvania _____________ 27,988,571 25,458,000 1, 844, 117 686,454. 

ii~~rJ_--~~================ 
6, 959,454 6,427,000 510,490 21,964 Rhode Island_------------ 2, 101, 193 1, 874,000 164,737 62,456 

549,544 437,000 75,040 37,504 South Carolina ___ ____ _____ 1, 503,002 1, 150,000 341,543 11,459 

mf~~s==================== 
622,326 490,000 123,G39 8,387 South Dakota _____________ 1, 335,710 1, 175,000 142,014 18,696 

14,122,337 11,917,000 1, 586,598 618,739 Tennessee _________________ 3, 193,271 2, 585,000 572,534 35,737 
Indiana ___ ---------------- 6, 908,020 5, 855,000 906,382 146,638 Texas._------- ------------ 11,596,802 9,670,000 1, 766,742 160,060 
Iowa_--------------------- 2,267, 660 1, 570,000 592,720 104,940 Utah .. -------------------- 1,647,450 1,425,000 216,587 5,863 Kansas ____________________ 2,437, 740 1, 875,000 506,694 56,046 Vermont __ ---------------- 1, 491,082 1,365,000 103,837 22,245 

!~~~~~~================ 
4, 507,586 4,010,000 401,903 95,683 Virginia ___________________ 

1, 134,561 575,000 504,090 55,471 
2, 613,532 1, 900,000 1552,715 160,817 Washington _______________ 4,815, 983 4,210,000 548,296 57,687 Maine _____________________ 164,601 0 118,583 46,018 w~st Virginia _____________ 1, 314,901 1,100,000 195,966 18,935 Maryland _________________ 1, 615,710 1,050,000 422,929 142,781 Wisconsm _________________ 7,249, 972 6,170,000 707,581 272,391 

Massachusetts ___ --------- 4. 188,789 2, 584,000 1, 295,272 309,517 Wyoming_---------------- 55,076 0 49,943 5,133 
Michigan ___ -------------- 4, 034,263 2, 349,000 1,328,606 356,657 District of Columbia ______ 1, 249,750 848,000 369,758 31,992 
Minnesota ____ ------------ 3, 187,115 2, 310,000 701,108 176,007 Canal Zone __ ------------- 1 631 0 0 1631 
MississippL-------------- 5,293, 260 4, 927,000 341,351 24,909 Guam ______ --------------- 3,128 0 0 3, 128 
Missouri._-- ----- --------- 3,802, 232 2,871,000 754,327 176,905 Puerto Rico _______________ 241,548 0 173,790 67,758 Montana __________________ 2, 575,607 2,430,000 123, 166 22,441 Virgin Islands _____________ 3, 254 0 0 3,254 
Nebraska ___ -------------- 1, 985,866 1, 631,000 298,062 56,804 

1 Did not choose to participate. Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; 
"Federal Funds for Education, 1958-59," table 8. 

Office of Education, 
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Federal aid payments to State and local units for selected educational programs: Fiscal year 1960 

[In thousands of dollars] 

National School School Library Colleges for Cooperative School lunch 
Defense construction operation Cooperative services agriculture . agricultural and school 

States, territories, etc. Education (Public Law (Public Law vocational in rural and extension milk 
Act 815) 874) education areas mechanic work programs 

arts 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Total, including undistributed to States. _-------- - 68,507 70,553 166,661 39,140 7,037 5,052 59,934 231, 8!i8 

50 States and District of Columbia _________________ 67,887 70,034 162,924 38,292 6, 790 5,002 50,445 230,384 

Alabama ________ ----------- ________ ------------------ ___ 1, 924 1,179 4,134 1, 063 208 101 1, 876 5, 614 
Alaska ... ------------------------------------------------ 7!1 2,273 4, 937 86 47 71 105 132 
Arizona_·--------------- -- --- ---- ---- -------------------- 140 3,360 3,911 205 72 77 347 1, (i82 
Arkansas _____ __ ----------------------------------------- 883 660 954 781 165 89 1, 569 3, 480 California ________ ____ _____ __ _________ _____________ _______ 1, 869 12,396 26,023 2,084 239 176 1, 325 15, 791 
Colorado .... _____________ -------_----- ______ -___ ---- --- __ 1,163 1, 483 4,658 341 88 83 534 2,161 
Connecticut_ __ ------ ____ ------- ____ -_-- -- ---- ---------- - 317 361 1, 505 352 68 90 267 2, 322 Delaware ______ _________ _____________ _ :. __________________ 109 0 641 186 48 73 135 465 
Florida __ ------- _______ -------- __________________________ 2,025 1, 578 4, 765 642 116 98 622 5, 5()3 

ii~~;it ~ ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 

821 1,365 4, 651 1,094 224 104 2,009 6, 316 
284 2, 331 959 181 55 75 239 996 

Idaho·------------------------------------ --------------- 588 602 1, 313 232 86 76 394 999 
Illinois-------------------------- -- -- ----------'!. ---------- 1,186 1,073 2, 911 1,682 2.30 157 1, 581 11,888 
Indiana _________ -- ___ --_--------------------------------- 1, 946 ~·~~ 862 963 0 109 1,309 5, 693 
Iowa------------------------------------------- ---------- 957 598 850 214 96 1, 415 4, 639 
Kansas ___ _____ ------------------------------------------ 487 1,467 4, 527 577 77 89 990 2, 921 

f~:~~---~ ~ = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = == = 

1, 055 206 1,113 1,066 221 99 1, 895 5,466 
1, 978 268 850 871 158 97 1, 261 5, 517 

Maine ________ --_---------------------------------------- 322 368 1, 401 232 61 79 354 1, 250 
Maryland __ --------------------------------------------- 485 4, 251 5,487 447 72 93 492 3, 734 
Massachusetts------------------------------------------- 1,0!i0 573 4, 769 733 80 117 379 6,023 
Michigan ______ -___ ---_---------------------------------- 2, 950 2,800 920 1, 358 222 134 1, 472 10,056 

~rs:t::i~gi~ ~ = = = = = = = = = = = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ = = = = = = = = = ~ ~ ~ = = ~ = = = = = = = = 
1, 678 246 414 935 172 100 1,390 5, 670 
2,068 684 1, 349 961 193 92 1, 975 4, 950 

Missouri------------------------------ ------------- ------ 1, 641 932 2,050 1,085 199 109 1, 706 5,842 
Montana ___ -------_-------- _____ --------------_-- _-----_ 356 1, 520 1, 415 205 72 76 442 747 
Nebraska ________________ __ _______ ----------------_- __ --_ 512 486 1, 557 442 109 83 839 1, 686 
Nevada. _________________________________ -_------- ___ -- __ 84 125 1, 227 180 68 72 172 244 
New Hampshire ____________ ------ __ ------ ___ -------_---- 331 0 1, 035 173 62 75 181 737 
New Jersey---------------------------------------------- 1, 757 963 3,079 768 97 118 362 5,1.57 
New Mexico ___ ------------------------------ -- -------_-- 663 4,430 4,037 235 73 77 425 1, 520 
New York __ ---------------_----------------------------_ 4, 762 1, 587 3, 417 2,482 249 218 1, 358 18,185 
North Carolina ___ ---------- ____ ----------------- _------- 3,223 703 2,012 1, 500 302 111 2, 542 8, 395 
North Dakota._------ __ --- ---_ ---- -------_----_--------- 422 846 336 289 42 76 583 1, 076 
OhiO----------------------------------------------------- 1, 953 1,048 4,139 1, 670 271 149 1, 803 11,709 
Oklahoma. -------_-------------'- ------------------ -- ---- 1, 345 3,066 6, 615 736 100 92 1, 339 3, 431 
Oregon ____ ---------------------------------------------- 849 266 852 390 90 85 572 2,120 Pennsylvania .. ________________________________ ______ __ __ 4, 663 6 5,166 2,119 250 175 1, 785 11,443 
Rhode Island ______ -_-_---------------------------------- 352 242 1, 608 173 59 78 97 906 
South Carolina. __________ --------------_---------------- 568 526 2,890 733 128 91 1,~rr 4, 536 
South Dakota __ ----------------------------------------- 269 958 1,699 287 82 77 1,139 
Tennessee ___ ------ ___ ----- - _____ ~ -----_--_-------- ___ _ -- 1, 751 226 1,892 1,123 219 103 1, 907 6,203 

'.rexas·--------------------------------------------------- 6,592 4, 575 11,099 1, 993 288 147 3,090 10,929 
Utah ___ _______ ------_------- ____________ __ ______________ 364 690 1, 645 190 75 77 an 1, 327 

~r:~~~-=~= = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = = 

219 0 65 187 63 74 238 521 
2,607 4,004 13,007 987 211 103 1, 525 5,605 

Washington ___ ------------------ -- __ -------------------- 1, 588 1,353 7,100 542 125 94 697 3, 517 

;r::o~~r~~~---=====~~~~~~=~=~=~=~===~===~=========~===== 
1, 789 0 116 628 168 90 931 2,809 
2, 329 0 556 961 190 104 1, 381 6,143 

Wyoming ____ __ ___ __ --- ---------------------------------- 303 199 661 171 50 73 280 434 
District of Columbia _________________________ ------------ 230 0 0 118 0 0 0 693 
Puerto Rico ______ __ ____ ------- _________ ------------ _____ 510 0 2,950 742 220 50 1, 369 4, 137 
Virgin Islands. __ ------- -- --- __ ___ __ ___ _ --------------- -_ 45 0 75 43 11 0 0 84 
Other territories _____________ ------------------------- ___ 65 520 712 64 15 0 0 36 
Undistributed to States ... ________ -- __ ---_------------ ___ 0 0 0 0 0 0 8,120 -2,773 

,. 

NOTE.-Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Cols. 3 and 4: Assistance to schools in federally affected areas. 

Source: Treasury Department, Annual Report of the Secretary on the State of the 
Finances, fiscal year 1960, table 88, cols. 26, 23, 24, 22, 25, 21, 2, 3, and 10. 

Col. 1: Other territories includes American Samoa, Canal Zone, Guam, Trust 
Territory of the Pacific, and certain foreign countries. 

Col. 8: Excludes $1,400,000 in cooperative marketing projects. Uudistributed 
amount for penalty mail costs, and retirement costs of extension agents. 

Col. 9: Includes $57,000,000 value of school lunch commodities distributed, and 
$5,000,000 direct payments to private schools. Omits value of certain commodities 
acquired for removal of agricultural surplus and for price support operations. Pay
ments for special school milk program are net of refunds. Col. 2: Excludes loans, and $18,000,000 payments to individuals, etc. , for fellowships, 

institutes, language centers, and educational media. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish 
to commend Secretary Ribicoff most 
highly for his candid, forceful, and 
frank presentation. 

Mr. President, in my judgment, every 
parent and every schoolchild in this 
country is greatly indebted to this able, 
dedicated public servant, the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Mr. 
Abraham Ribicoff, for the statesman
ship he has demonstrated to the people 
of our Nation in connection with pro
posed legislation for Federal aid to edu
cation at this session of Congress. 
STATUS REPORT ON PENDING EDUCATION BILLS 

Mr. President, I have not spoken on 
this subject in the Senate for some 
time, because I have been waiting for 
the legislative process to run its course. 

Tonight, I owe it to my trust as chair
man of the Subcommitte on Education 
of the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare to raise my voice once more in 
a fervent plea for justice to the millions 
of schoolchildren, to the thousands of 
teachers, to school board after school 
board, and to the taxpayers who pay 
taxes on real property in the United 
States. 

In my judgment, Congress cannot 
possibly justify failing to act on the 
pieces of proposed legislation providing 
for Federal aid to education which will 
be before both Houses of Congress be
fore adjourment sine die. I plead to
night, before the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare meets tomor
row in executive markup session, with 

the Members of both Houses of Con
gress, to reflect upon what I consider 
to be a solemn trust which we owe to 
the people of the country, the school
children of the country, and the tax
payers of the country to take favorable 
action on the major pieces of proposed 
legislation involving Federal aid to edu
cation. 

I owe it to those across the Nation 
who are vitally interested in the pas
sage of Federal aid to education legis
lation to make this very short report as 
to why, in my opinion, the National De
fense Education Act Amendments of 
1961 bill has not yet been placed upon 
the calendar of the Senate. 

Ever since May 25, 1961, when the 
Senate passed S. 1021, the bill providing 
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for general Federal aid to the public 
elementary and secondary schools of the 
Nation, the Subcommittee on Educa
tion, of which I have the honor to be 
the chairman, has been at work on the 
National Defense Education Act amend
ments of 1961. 

Problems have arisen in connection 
with the bill. The present Presiding Of
ficer of the Senate, the distinguished 
junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PELL], knows whereof I speak, because 
he has maintained a very active interest 
in the processing of the national defense 
education bill through my subcommittee. 

I am pleased to report tonight, for 
the RECORD, that my subcommittee, by 
an overwhelming majority vote, some
what more than 3 weeks ago reported a 
national defense education bill to the 
full Senate Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

Let me say that the chairman of the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HILL], is also a member of my Subcom
mittee on Education. No subcommittee 
chairman could possibly have received 
finer cooperation from a colleague than 
that which I have received from the 
Senator from Alabama, the chairman of 
the full committee, before which the bill 
is now pending. Not only have I re
ceived that fine cooperation from the 
Senator from Alabama as a member of 
the subcommittee; I have also received 
that same cooperation from him, in his 
capacity as chairman of the full commit
tee, ever since the full committee re
ceived the subcommittee's report. 

I would not wish to give the impres
sion that the Senator from Alabama has 
always agreed with me in regard to every 
amendment to defense education bill we 
considered. He has not done so, and 
undoubtedly he will make his views 
known when the matter reaches the 
floor of the Senate or as the bill is voted 
on in the full committee. But I wish 
publicly to thank the Senator from Ala
bama for his splendid cooperation and 
for the great assistance he has been to 
me in connection with the bill. 

Mr. President, during the past 3 or 4 
weeks, Members of the Senate have been 
exceedingly busy. On occasion it has 
been necessary to cancel planned meet- -
ings of the full Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. On other occasions it 
has been very difficult to obtain a quorum 
at the beginning of our committee ses
sion in the morning. Of course, at times 
under the rules, it has been impossible 
for the full committee to meet in the 
afternoon. We are all familiar with the 
rule that in the absence of unanimous 
consent by the Senate, its committees 
cannot meet when the Senate is in ses
sion. On a number of occasions we have 
not been able to obtain such unanimous 
consent to meet when the Senate was in 
session. 

In fact, we have never been able to 
obtain the necessary unanimous consent 
to hold a meeting of the full committee 
on this particular bill at a time when 
the Senate has been in session. 

I believe I should also explain, in fair
ness to some of my colleagues on the 
committee--because there is no doubt 
that there is at least growing question-

ing, if n-ot some criticism, about the 
committee's failure, to date, to report 
this bill to the Senate calendar-that 
within the last 3 weeks some of the mem
bers of the Senate Labor and Public 
Welfare Committee have been involved 
in official commitments involving offi
cial business of the Senate which has 
taken them abroad. This fact-which 
included the absence of some members 
who have wished to submit amendments 
to the full committee-has really made 
it impossible for us to have held as many 
meetings of the full Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare as both the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL] and I would 
have desired. 

Let me also say that distinguished 
members of our committee, on the Re
publican side of the table, the distin
guished minority leader [Mr. DIRKSEN], 
and the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GOLDWATER] adjusted their schedules to 
meet with us last Thursday and Friday. 
In the course of doing so they made com
mitments for Monday and Tuesday of 
this week. As I have indicated, foreign 
travel assignments on Senate business 
made it necessary for us to cancel our 
committee's meetings which had been 
scheduled for last Thursday and Friday. 
We would have met today, Wednesday, 
but for the fact that the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. GOLDWATER] had given full 
notice long in advance to the committee, 
that he could not be present. He had 
made a prior commitment in connection 
with his very important work as a Re
serve officer in the Air Force to be on 
active duty today in accordance with his 
very important military assignments. 

The result is that tomorrow will be the 
first time it will be possible for us-in 
more than a week-to schedule a mark
up meeting of the full Senate Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, on the 
National Defense Education Act amend
ments. 

I have received assurance that a quo
rum of the members of the committee 
will be present at the meeting tomorrow 
morning. I wish to thank the majority 
leader, the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MANSFIELD], for his cooperation in so 
scheduling the work of the Senate that 
an opportunity is being given the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare to 
meet all day tomorrow, for the final com
mittee action, we hope, on the bill. I 
sincerely believe that if we have a quo
rum present at 10 o'clock tomorrow, at 
our committee meeting, we should be able 
finally to dispose of our markup of the 
bill by 6 o'clock tomorrow night. 

I wish to state that much of the work 
on the bill has been completed. 

In fact, I wish to say that we have 
discussed every section of the bill, in our 
markup work on it. Tomorrow I hope 
we can consider certain amendments 
which the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
GoLDWATER] wishes to offer; and two or 
three amendments which may be of
fered by other members of the commit
tee as well as take final action to order 
the bill reported. 

I felt it was due my subcommittee 
that I make this statement tonight: 
Certainly it is due the parents, the 
teachers, and the schoolchildren of the 
Nation that the chairman of the sub-

committee make-an explanation of why 
the bill has not already reached the Sen
ate Calendar. 

Let me also say, most respectfully, 
that I hope my report tonight will be 
helpful to some of our associates and 
colleagues at the other end of the Cap
itol-the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives. I understand from news
paper accounts that there seems to be 
great--concern among Members of the 
House of Representatives as to whether 
the Senate proposes to take action on 
a national· defense education bill. 
Here on the floor of the Senate, we have 
sought in the past to give assurance 
that it is the full intention of the ma
jority leadership of the Senate to have 
the Senate take some action on a na
tional defense education bill. I think I 
a~ in, a position tonight, Mr. President, 
to make a prediction which I believe to 
be a reasonable one, and one in regard 
to which I have every expectation of ful
fillment, that by the early part of next 
week we shall have a national defense 
education bill ready for the Senate Cal
endar. 

I wished to make this statement, be
cause I, too, have been receiving a great 
deal of mail on this subject. The dis
tinguished Senator who now is presid
ing over the Senate, the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PELLJ, has spoken to 
me about this matter not less than a 
dozen times, I suppose. For the infor
mation of his constituents in Rhode Is
land, I wish to state for_ this RECORD 
that they could not possibly be repre
sented by anyone who could have-let 
me - say-"watchdogged" this matter 
more carefully or more kindly than has 
he. In fact, he has "watchdogged" it 
by making it perfectly clear to me, as 
chairman of the subcommittee, that he 
sincerely hopes I shall be able to get the 
bill to the Senate Calendar at a very 
early date. 

Mr. President, after making this ex
planation and report, I close by making 
a plea to all my colleagues on the Sen
ate committee, Republicans and Demo
crats alike, to be at the full committee 
meeting tomorrow morning, at 10 
o'clock, so that we can dispose of this 
very vital legislation. 

GEN. DOUGLAS MAcARTHUR 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, tomorrow 

Gen. Douglas MacArthur will return to 
the United States after once more suc
cessfully completing an important mis
sion for our country. 

His trip to the Philippines has been 
called a sentimental journey; and it has 
been that, not only for him and the peo
ple of the Philippines, but for all of us. 
· The sight of General MacArthur in 
uniform, as of old, receiving the plaud
its of admiring millions, recalls vividly 
to our minds the picture of our Nation 
as we would always hope to see it, a na
tion that had kept its promise, a nation 
victorious on all fronts, -a nation at the 
pinnacle of worldly power and esteem, 
a nation triumphantly dedicated to the 
cause of freedom. - -

To millions of people at home and 
around the globe, Douglas MacArthur 
has seemed a symbol and almost a per-
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sanification of America in its · finest 
aspects. 

Outwardly there was tlie unforgettable · 
surface picture, the striking · counte- · 
nance, the confident stride, the legend- . 
ary hat and glasses and corncob pipe, 
the resonant, authoritative voice, the 
grand phrase, the dramatic gesture; and 
behind this surface picture were all the 
attributes of excellence, the supreme 
competence, the serene confidence, the 
intellectual power, the noble purpose, 
the complete commitment to the vision · 
of an America that was unconquerable 
in the service of a just cause. 

General MacArthur must always have 
felt in his bones that electric current of 
excitement which America and things 
American brought to the world two cen
turies ago; and he has had the rare ca
pacity to radiate that current to the 
people of his time. 

Here is a man with a sense of history, 
with a :flair for what is honestly and gen
uinely dramatic, with an ability to sur
round himself with an aura of romance . 
and mystery, all effectively and wisely 
used to advance our national interest. 

The name of Douglas MacArthur 
causes to flash through the mind un
forgettable images which are an essen
tial part of the American story: The 
gallant, magnificent defense of Bataan 
and Corregidor against hopeless odds; 
the promise to return and the depth of 
conviction that made men believe the 
promise would be kept; the vast, bril
liant, island-hopping campaign stretch
ing from Australia to Tokyo which will 
ever remain a marvel of military genius; 
the wading ashore at Leyte; the in
comparable scene on the battleship 
Missouri where General MacArthur ac
cepted the surrender of our enemy, ap
propriately concluding a victory so awe
some, so complete, so seemingly final; 
and then the restoration of that fallen 
enemy, to freedom, social justice, and 
prosperity. 

But if the name of Douglas MacArthur 
recalls to each of us the supreme hour 
of national triumph, so too it compels 
us to face up to the tragic and anguish
ing picture of our national retreat from 
that triumph. If General MacArthur 
was the most eminent spokesman of the 
American tradition of victory, so also 
was he the preeminent and perhaps the 
pivotal casualty of our departure from 
that tradition. 

He had told us: 
In war there is no substitute for victory. 

And that statement was not only an 
expression of military certainty, but an 
affi.rmation of the indomitable spirit 
which this Nation had historically dis
played. 

The Korean war and the events sur
rounding it ruptured that tradition. 

It ushered something new into Ameri
can policy. 

From then on, fear, indecision, vacilla
tion, the counsels of defeat, of weakness, 
of appeasement gained a beachhead that 
has since spread and grown. 

The controversy. which resulted in the 
dismissal of General MacArthur and the 
ensuing loss of the Korean war may: 
prove to have been the turning point in 
American history, for it marked the first 
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conscious decision by this Nation to ac
cept defeat rather than run the necessary 
risks of victory; 

If the cause of those who support an 
unyielding policy against Communist ag
gression could not prevail then, we may 
well ask ourselves: When can it prevail? 

For then, all of the elements were fa
vorable to it. 

The United States alone possessed sig
nificant nuclear power. 

We were engaged in active, open war
fare against the Communist criminals 
and, therefore, our leaders and our peo
ple had every reason to be fully a ware of 
the nature of the enemy. 

Tens of thousands of our sons were 
casualties in a war which was being 
fought aimlessly with one hand tied be
hind their back. 

There was a wave of national protest 
and disgust at our failure to push the 
Korean fighting to the victorious con
clusion that was within our grasp. 

And in General MacArthur, those who 
stood for victory had as their champion, 
not only one of the most revered and 
respected :figures of American history, 
but also one of the most articulate 
spokesmen that any cause has ever had. 

Who can forget the outpouring of 
sentiment for MacArthur and the cause 
he represented that swept this country · 
from end to end when he returned to the 
United States in the spring of 1951? 

I have always been convinced that the 
overwhelming majority of the American 
people supported the policies which he 
then outlined as a means of winning the 
Korean war. 

Yet somehow this sentiment failed to 
translate itself into effective political 
action. 

In the election campaign of 1952, 
neither party advocated a policy of vic
tory in Korea. 

The Democrats stood pat with the 
policies that led to the sad ouster of 
General MacArthur. 

The Republicans seemed mainly in
terested, not in winning the Korean war, 
but in blaming the Democrats for it and 
in extricating the United States from it. 

And so, in a decision for which we as 
a nation can truly be held responsible, 
the opportunity to crush the aggressive 
power of Communist China at its outset 
was lost by default and America pro
ceeded upon a policy of vacillation and 
retreat from victory which, with each 
passing year, brings its harvest of shame 
and defeat. 

For almost a decade General Mac
Arthur has remained aloof from the 
storm center of political controversy. 

His return to the scene of his great
est hours has deeply stirred this Nation 
and the world. 
. The universal acclaim for General 
MacArthur which has swept through the 
J;>hilippines is in my · mind more than 
just a deserved tribute to a very great 
hero. · 

It is as well the symptom of a yearning 
there and throughout the world for that 
dyrianiic, resolute; indomitable Ameri'": 
can leadership of which · General Mac
Arthur was and is the symbol. · 

There was a time in history when a 
nation could live for a century and more 

on the achievements and the example 
of a man such as Douglas MacArthur. 

That time has passed. 
But it can be truly said that in this 

century, in peace and in war, when the 
vital interests of our country have been 
placed in the hands of this great man, 
they have been preserved and advanced. 

Tomorrow the soldier will be home 
once more. 

The esteem and love and thanks of a 
grateful nation go out to him for what 
he has done, for what he is, and for 
what he means to our generation and to 
all generations. 

REFUSAL OF AMERICAN COMPANIES 
TO SUPPLY LUMBER SORTING 
MACHINES TO RUSSIA 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, before 

World War II, when we were selling 
scrap steel to Japan, there were many 
wise enough to warn that this scrap steel 
might someday come back at us in the 
form of bullets. 

But our folly in feeding material to 
Japanese war industry before World War 
n was an altogether minor matter com
pared to the folly we are now display
ing in helping an even more dangerous 
and more implacable aggressor to build 
up his industrial potential. 

Unfortunately, our own businessmen 
are often too prone to think of today's 
dollar and to ignore tomorrow's political 
consequence. It is therefore a particular 
pleasure to learn that there are business
men in America with enough under
standing and enough patriotism to be 
willing to forgo the sale of industrial 
equipment to the Soviet Union, even 
when our own very lax export regula
tions do not prohibit the shipment of 
such equipment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert at this point in the RECORD 
an editorial from the July 1961 issue 
of Wood & Wood Products, which tells 
the story of how the Republic Electric 
Development Co., and Puget Sound 
Fabricators, Inc., both of Seattle, 
declined an order worth some millions 
of dollars for six complete lumber sort
ing systems, which would have enabled 
the Soviets to build a more modern mill 
than any they now have. I also ask con
sent to insert in the RECORD a letter 
written to me by Mr. Mortimer B. Doyle, 
executive vice president of the National 
Lumber Manufacturers Association, and 
two articles which appeared in the Seat
tle Daily Times on June 1 and 3, 1961. 

Mr. M. E. Hillman, president of the 
Republic Co., in announcing his decision 
said: 

We will have no part in handing this ad
vantage to our sworn enemy. 
· I commend these words to our busi
ness community and to those in charge 
of our export policy. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From Wood & Wood Products, July 1961] 
. WHY HAND THE REDS OUR HARD-WON 

KNow-How? 
(By Jack Koellisch) 

A great deal is being said these d a ys for 
and against unlimited trade with the Soviet 
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Union and its Iron Curtain satellites. On 
the one hand, many American businessmen 
readily echo President Kennedy's expressed 
hope for a growth in "nonstrategic trade" 
with the Communist bloc. Then there are 
those who frankly refuse to deal with "an 
enemy that has vowed to conquer us." 

Normally, we don't indulge in political is
sues on this page. But this very moot ques
tion hit close to home last month when two 
west coast manufacturers flatly refused to 
aid and abet the Russians in building "the 
largest and most highly automated sawmill 
in the world." 

We daresay many companies in our field 
will soon be wrestling with this question
whether to place long-term national interest 
ahead of short-term financial gain. Per
haps others have already made the choice. 
It's an individual decision, and a tough one. 
But you can't help cheering when someone 
refuses to turn over a hard-won leadership 
in production know-how to interests who 
admit their technical savvy is 20 years be
hind ours. 

Reviewing the situation briefly, Republic 
Electric & Development Co. and Puget Sound 
Fabricators, Inc., both of Seattle, were in
vited to collaborate in supplying six com
plete lumber sorting systems with memory 
controls for installation in a 1,500,000 board 
feet per day mill to be built in Canada, then 
disassembled for shipment and erection in 
Russia. 

In declining the invitation, M. E. Hillman, 
president of Republic, cited the Russian 
purchasing committee's admission that they 
could not train enough technical people in 
the next 20 years to build such a mm and 
were therefore purchasing American know
how to close the gap to 2 years. "We 
wm have no part," he said, "in handing this 
advantage to our sworn enemy." Gordon 
B. Anderson, president of the sorter com
pany, commented that "we must be willing 
to be counted as thinking of our own coun
try's welfare before the dollar." 

Neither of the American firms believed 
their decision would permanently obstruct 
realization of the Russians' superm111 plans
but refuse the tempting offers they did. 
For which you can't help admiring their 
guts-and hoping that sooner or later their 
sacrifice wm be made up to them here and 
in other friendly countries. 

We have seen no signs in President Ken
nedy's report to the Nation on his recent 
confrontation with the Soviet leader that 
the Reds have even slightly altered their 
avowed purpose of ultimately burying us. 
So who is there to say that the Seattle 
manufacturers are not charting a proper 
course for all Americans to follow? The 
sawmill equipment in question may not 
have been restricted by our State Depart
ment, but from an economic if not a mili
tary standpoint anyone would have a right 
to question the wisdom of putting in the 
Reds' hands the means of building a chain 
of 1,500,000 board feet per day mills to flood 
world markets with cheap lumber. 

We've checked our subscription lists and 
found that a total of 118 copies of Wood & 
Wood Products have been going into 6 Iron 
Curtain countries every month-61 to the 
U.S.S.R. alone. If we could be sure of last
ing peace, we might rest easy. But there are 
no signs of such assurance on the horizon. 

Therefore, we can no longer consciously 
make it so easy for practical information to 
be picked up from our pages and used to 
make an important enemy more formidable. 
So, henceforth as those 118 Iron Curtain 
country subscriptions come due we shall 
cancel them and shall refuse new subscrip
tion offers from Russia and her satellites. 

It's the least we can do, and we hope other 
publishers will see the wisdom of doing 
likewise. 

NATIONAL LU114BER 
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 

Washington, D.C., June 15, 1961. 
Hon. THoMAs J. DoDD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR SENATOR DODD: Two patriotic 
Seattle suppliers . to the lumber industry 
have recently demonstrated the philosophy 
that represents the basic strength of the 
American business community. 

M. E. Hillman, head of Republic Electric 
& Development Co., and Gordon B. Anderson, 
president of Puget Sound Fabricators, Inc., 
act ing on principle, have turned down an 
opportunity to provide Russia six automatic 
lumber sorters at an estimated profit of 
$40,000. Supplying the patented memory
control systems would have helped Russia 
build "the largest and most highly auto
mated sawmill in the world," according to the 
Seattle Daily Times. Full details of this busi
n ess action in the national interest are re
por ted in the enclosed reprint of two articles 
from that newspaper. 

The statements by these two businessmen 
that they would not provide American know
how to a country whose leaders have sworn 
to conquer the United States is, I believe, 
worthy of special attention by all Americans. 
These patriotic citizens exemplify the will
ingness of the American business community 
to sacrifice profit for principles. 

The eloquent statements by Mr. Anderson 
and Mr. Hillman stand on their own merits. 
Nothing I might say could add to their 
luster. 

Anderson said: "We must be willing to be 
counted on as thinking of our own country's 
welfare before the dollar." 

Hillman said: "Our move is a drop in the 
bucket, but we hope that other American in
dustry leaders will follow suit in refusing to 
deal with an enemy which has vowed to 
conquer us." 

The lumber industry is proud to depend 
upon industrial suppliers such as these, who 
have the courage to act forthrightly in pro
tecting their Nation's interest. 

Sincerely, 
MORTIMER B. DOYLE. 

[From the Seattle Daily Times, June 1, 1961] 
FmMS HERE DECLINE RUSSIAN CONTRACT 

(By Boyd Burchard) 
Two Seattle firms today announced they 

have declined "on principle" a profitable pro
posal, approved by the State Department, 
which would help Russia build "the largest 
and most highly automated sawmill in the 
world." 

M. E. Hillman, head of Republic Electric & 
Development Co., and Gordon B. Anderson, 
president of Puget Sound Fabricators, Inc., 
both Seattle, said the proposal they are de
clining would have led to an estimated 
$150,000 order-and a profit of about $40,000. 

It called for supplying an advanced type 
of automatic lumber-sorting equipment to 
the Russians. 

The Russian proposal came to the Seattle 
firms through Yarrow's, Ltd., British Colum
bia engineering firm. 

H1llman said Republic Electric would "have 
no part in handling the advantage" to 
the Russians to "close the gap in the supe
riority of North American technical know
how from 20 years to 2 years." 

Six of the firm's patented memory-control 
systems were sought. 

Anderson said that Puget Sound Fabrica
tors, Inc., will have nothing to do with "giv
ing aid and comfort to an enemy" by supply
ing fabricated portions of the six lumber 
sorters. 

"We must be willing to be counted on as 
thinking of our own country's welfare before 
the dollar," Anderson said. 

·Both men acknowledged that the refusal 
to cooperate might block the Russian mill 
automation only temporarily. 

"Our move is a drop in the bucket," Hill
man said, "but we hope that other American 
industry leaders wm follow suit in refusing 
to deal with an enemy which has vowed to 
conquer us." 

[From the Seatt le Daily Times, June 3, 1961] 
TuRNDOWN OF SOVIET DEAL TOOK COURAGE 

(By Boyd Burchard) 
Easily one of the most inspiring business

news developments of the past week origi
nated in Seattle. 

Two businessmen openly weighed the cour
age of their convictions and their sense of 
public responsibility against the dollar im
portance of a sure-profit deal with Russia
and told the Russians to take their dollars 
and go jump. 

The pressures were great on M. E. Hillman, 
head of the Republic Electric & Development 
Co., and Gordon B. Anderson, president of 
Puget Sound Fabricators, Inc., both of 
Seattle, to agree to supply an advanced type 
of automatic lumber-sorting equipment for 
the largest and most highly automated saw
mill in the world, to be built in Russia. 

The sorter, a patented magnetic memory
control system correlated with mechanical 
lumber-handling equipment, was unveiled by 
the two companies more than a year ago. 

It was shown to 1,500 Government and in
dustry representatives from all over the 
world last September at the World Forestry 
Congress in Seattle. 

The mechanical sorter was widely ac
claimed as a major advance toward eliminat
ing slow and costly manual sorting of 
lumber. Many large Canadian and United 
States mills subsequently expressed interest 
in installlng the ~quipment--but the do
mestic lumber business turned slow and no 
orders have yet been firmed up by North 
American mills. 

When the Russian order came through, in 
the form of a subproposal from Yarrows, 
Ltd., of Victoria, British Columbia, to sup
ply $150,000 worth of sorters for a 1,500,000 
board-feet-a-day sawmm to be built by the 
Victoria firm and the Preston Woodworking 
Machinery Co., Preston, Ont., for the 
U.S.S.R., it took some soul searching for the 
American firms to refuse. 

But refuse the order they did-and with 
no illusions as to the very minor obstruction 
their decision would present to the growing 
momentum of the Russians' economic 
steamroller. 

In declining to cooperate, Hillman ex
plained to Yarrow: "The one advantage we 
in North America have over the Communist 
bloc ls our production know-how. To 
knowingly give away even the tiniest part of 
that production superiority represented by 
the excellence of the Magnest at Control Sys
tem would represent to us admission of the 
inevitability of world domination by com
munism. 

"Redco will have no part in handing t his 
advantage to our sworn enemy." 

Following the Seattle firms turndown of 
the proposal, a spokesman for Preston Wood
working commented in Canada: "Regard
less of what was said in Seattle, we are 
pressing ahead on this job. We feel this 
export order would be most beneficial to 
Canadian secondary industry." 

The order obviously would have been tem
porarily beneficial to Seattle industry, too. 

The downright fortitude of the two Seat
tle businessmen in putting long-term na
tional interest above short-term personal 
gain deserves recognition-preferably in the 
form of firm orders from North American 
sawmills faced with the growing threat of 
automated Russian competition. 
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STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXEC

UTIVE COUNCIL ON THE INTER
NATIONAL CRISIS 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, of all the 

organizations in our country, there is 
none that has displayed more wisdom, 
more consistency, or more courage in the 
field of foreign affairs than AFL-CIO. 
Indeed, I consider it significant that 
there is far more understanding of the 
nature of international communism in 
the ranks of American labor than there 
is in the ranks of American business. 

The executive council of the AFL-CIO 
this last June 27 issued a statement on 
the present international crisis. I con
sider this statement so important that 
I would urge all of my colleagues to read 
it. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, to have the statement on "The In
ternational Crisis'' by the AFL-CIO ex
ecutive council inserted in the RECORD 
at this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXECUTIVE COUN

CIL ON "THE INTERNATIONAL CRISIS," JUNE 
27, 1961, U~ITY HOUSE, UNITY HOUSE, PA. 
The international crisis has been acutely 

aggravated in recent months. Persistent 
efforts and significant concessions by the 
United States and its allies to secure ami
cable solutions of the pressing world prob
lems have been met with scornful Soviet 
rejection. Moscow has treated all friendly 
gestures by the United States as if these 
were indications of American weakness and, 
therefore, incentives for accelerating its 
drive for world domination. It has intensi
fied its worldwide subversive activities and 
expanded Communist infiltration and pene
tration of the developing countries, under 
cover of giving economic aid. It has been 
arming and inciting regimes hostile to the 
United States (Cuba) and fostering and sup
porting so-called wars of liberation (Laos) . 
More recently, Khrushchev has made open 
military threats against the West in his 
ultimatum over Berlin. Simultaneously, the 
Soviet dictator has been driving hard to im
pose a drastic reorganization of the entire 
structure of the U.N. so as to paralyze its 
capacity for advancing international coop
eration, safeguarding peace, and assisting 
the economic growth and stability of the new 
nations. 

Toward reducing world tension and pro
moting peace, the United States ended its 
own testing of nuclear weapons unilaterally 
and unconditionally on October 30, 1958. 
Weeks later, the Soviet Union claimed it 
also stopped testing. Eagerly striving to 
secure a treaty banning all further nuclear 
tests, our country and Britain made nu
merous concessions to Moscow during more 
than 32 months of negotiations. It was all 
of no avail. The final and insuperable ob
stacle to agreement was the Kremlin's in
sistence that the nuclear tests be controlled 
by a three-headed international commission 
consisting of a Russian, American, and 
"neutralist" representative, each of whom 
would have the power to veto any measure 
for inspection. Under such conditions, 
there could be no effective international 
control. 

This "Troika" strategy, first projected by 
Khrushchev in his plan for reorganizing the 
U.N., has since been proclaimed by the So
viet dictator as a "basic Soviet position and 
not negotiable." Moscow's determination to 
extend its "troika" strategy to all inter-

national _ agreements and arrangements 
dashes every hope for a treaty banning nu- _ 
clear tests or attaining progressive disarm
ament. This makes the outlook for agree
ment with the Soviet Union, except on its 
own terms, dimmer than ever. 

In line with this strategy, the Sino-So
viet negotiators at Geneva have contemp
tuously blocked every effort to restore 
peace in Laos and to assure its neutrality 
and independence. For months, after a 
cease :(ire had been declared, the Kremlin
contro~led Pathet Lao rebels continued their 
flagrant violations of the truce. Obviously, 
Moscow is determined to turn Laos into a 
Communist puppet state which will serve 
as a base for further Sino-Soviet aggression 
against non-Communist states in Asia. 

Today, the crisis over Berlin and divided 
Germany constitutes the gravest source of 
danger of a world war. In his latest memo
randum on Germany, the Soviet dictator 
demands a Berlin settlement by the end of 
the year. The Khrushchev settlement would 
deprive West Berlin of allied military pro
tection, cut it off from economic, financial, 
political, and cultural ties with the Federal 
Republic and make its economic life totally 
dependent on the Soviet Zone. Thus, West 
Berlin would soon be swallowed up by the 
Communist sea in which it is today an 
island of freedom and prosperity. This is 
the real aim of the Soviet proposal to make 
West Berlin a so-called free city. 

However, Khrushchev realizes that the 
United States, Britain and France would not 
agree to his plan. He has, therefore, pro
posed to get West Berlin in a roundabout 
manner-through signing a "peace treaty" 
with Communist East Germany. Through 
this so-called peace treaty the U.S.S.R. would 
"give up" its occupation rights and would 
vest in the Ulbricht quisling regime all au
thority to control access by air, land and 
water to West Berlin, thereby putting it at 
the complete mercy of Moscow's East 
German puppets. It is rather ominous that 
Ulbricht has already threatened to shut 
down the West Berlin Tempelhof Airport and 
divert all planes to an East Berlin airport. 
This shows Moscow's intent to squeeze the 
Allies out of West Berlin; it also shows what 
serious difficulties the Allles and the people 
of West Berlin would face after such a 
change of control of access to the city. The 
only way in which the Allled rights and 
access to West Berlin and the freedom of 
its people can be secure is for the United 
States, Britain and France to take all mea
sures necessary for protecting and assuring 
free and unrestricted access to West Berlin 
for their military personnel and supplies and 
for civilian travelers and goods. 

Agreement by the Allies to accept this 
change of control by recognizing the East 
Germans as mere agents of the U.S.S.R. will 
not assure protection of the Allied rights in 
West Berlin or the continued freedom of its 
people. 

The future of Berlin is inextricably bound 
up with the future of Germany. West Ber
lin may be a bone in Khrushchev's throat, 
but this does not make it a threat to the 
security of any country or the peace of the 
world. Khrushchev's maneuver for turning 
West Berlin into a so-called free city is 
nothing but a Soviet move to grab the city 
and thus speed his drive to put all Germany 
under the Communist yoke. While Khru
shchev loudly proclaims his devotion to self
detennination in Africa, he cynically rejects 
the application of this principle in Germany 
and seeks to trample on it as brutally as he 
did in the case of Hungary, Poland, Czecho
slovakia, Albania, Rumania, Bulgaria, Es
tonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. 

The executive council fully supports the 
President in his declaration that "the secu
rity of West Europe and, therefore, our own 

security are. deeply involved in our presence 
and our access rights to West Berlin, that 
these rights are .based on law, not suffer
ance; and that we are determined to main
tain those rights at any risks and thus our 
obligation to the people of West Berlin and 
their right to choose their own future." 

-The executive council categorically rejects 
the proposal of Senator MANSFIELD to merge 
the present Communist and democratic sec
tors of Berlin into one so-called free city, to 
withdraw the Allied and Soviet troops from 
all Berlin, and to place the city under the 
protection of international peace teams until 
Germany is unified. 

The withdrawal of Allied troops would re
move the only effective guarantee for the 
continuation of the freedom of the people of 
V!est Berlin. No international agency could 
defend or guarantee this freedom. Troops 
from neutral countries could never provide 
the protection now given by the American, 
British, and French forces that are symbols 
of the only combination of power the Krem
lin respects. Such international pro,tection 
would be worthless, especially in view of 
Soviet insistence that all international 
bodles be tripartite and subject to Soviet 
veto. 

Senator MANSFIELD's plan would, in fact, 
undermine the security of West Berlin and 
open the city to Communist subversion. 
The net effect of the Mansfield plan would 
be essentially what Khrushchev seeks-the 
isolation of West Berlin, strangulation of 
itr. people's democratic rights, and its dis
appearance behind the Iron Curtain. Last, 
but not least, this plan would tend to make 
the division of Germany permanent and, 
thereby, turn the very heart of Europe into 
an ever more dangerous source of world 
tension and conflict_ 

In view of the deepening international 
crisis caused by the latest Soviet threat to 
the security of our country and all other 
free peoples, the executive council urges our 
Government to take the following measures 
designed to arouse the free world and give 
the American people the sense of urgency 
and readiness the hour demands: 

1. Act immediately to alert the American 
people to the gravity of the international 
crisis and strengthen our country's capacity 
for national defense in all possible emer
gencies. 

2. Strengthen NATO's capacity for defense 
and speedily expand political, economic and 
scientific cooperation among its members. 

3. Request Congress to grant the Presi
dent full emergency power for mobillzing 
promptly all resources of the United States 
required to meet any eventuality. 

4. Seek to have Britain and France join 
with our country in (a) emphatically re
jecting Khrushchev's latest ultimatum as 
rank imperialism against the German peo
ple; (b) reaffirming full support of the 
principle of self-deterinination and reunifi
cation in freedom for Berlin and all Ger
many; (c) and pledging to the Soviet Union 
adequate guarantees for its security, if it 
agrees to join in concluding a peace treaty 
with a freely elected government of a uni
fied Germany. 

5. Call for supporting action by all other 
NATO powers. 

6. Launch an extensive USIA program to 
enlighten the people on both sides of the 
Iron Curtain about the crisis over Berlin and 
divided Germany brought on by the latest 
Khrushchev ultimatum. We should ap
peal especially to the people behind the 
Iron Curtain to help restrain the Kremlin 
from resorting to military adventures against 
the peace of Europe and the world. 

7. Appeal to the American people and the 
entire world in behalf of President Ken
nedy's declaration that, in the interest of 
its own national security, our country may 
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soon be forced to resume testing. We fur
ther propose that when our Government does 
resume such tests, it should notify the U.N. 
about any blasts before triggering them and 
should call upon Moscow to do likeWise. 

8. Appoint a special Presidential commis
sion-in which the trade unions and other 
vital voluntary organizations are to be rep• 
resented-for the purpose of surveying and 
making recommendations for the elimina
tion of Government and private policies and 
practices-such as sale of machinery and 
food to Communist countries, extension of 
aid to Soviet satellites, racialism in the 
United States-which have tended to help 
the Communist bloc alleviate or overcome 
its own serious economic and political dif
ficulties. 

COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS OF SEN
ATOR DODD AT GEORGETOWN 
VISITATION COLLEGE 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on June 7 

I had the honor of delivering the com
mencement address at the graduation 
exercises of Georgetown Visitation 
College. 

Georgetown Visitation College is one 
of our fine institutions of learning, and 
it was a privilege for me to spend a few 
hours with members of their excellent 
faculty and with the young ladies of the 
graduating class. 

I ask unanimous consent that my re
marks be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
COMMENCEMENT AnDRESS BY SENATOR THOMAS 

J. DODD AT GEORGETOWN VISITATION CoL
LEGE, WASHINGTON, D.C., WEDNESDAY, JUNE 

7, 1961 
Commencement day is an occasion to re

flect upon the past and to attempt to assess 
the future. No assessment of the future 
can be in any way realistic that does not 
include the great problem of our time, the 
danger of aggressive world communism. 

World communism, like a mammoth cloud, 
darkens the future of individuals and of 
nations. One-third of the world's people is 
already enslaved by it; another one-third 
is teetering on the edge of the chasm; and 
the lives of all who live in the avowedly anti
Communist world are altered and compli
cated because of it. 

You will pay the heavy price of commu
nism whether you realize it or not. 

At the worst, it poses for all of us the 
threat of war, of enslavement and even of 
annihilation. 

At the least, you will have to pay the ex
pense of resistance to communism in the 
form of high taxes and continuing inflation; 
you must sacrifice the inestimable benefits 
that could otherwise have resulted from the 
enormous amount of national energy that 
must go into resisting communism; your 
lives will be disturbed as those close to you 
enter the military service; and day-to-day 
anxiety and uncertainty over the future will 
continue to affect the daily lives of each 
of us. 

Thinking and compassionate men and 
women must be deeply and continually sad
dened by the knowledge that one billion 
fellow human beings are at the mercy of a 
ruthless, conscienceless barbarism. 

Communism, therefore, stands in the way 
of peace, of progress, and of security for all 
mankind. 

That is why it is so important that we have 
a proper understanding of this fearful spec
ter walking the earth. Unfortunately, there 
is a great deal of confusion, fuzziness, and 

apathy abroad concerning it, some of it stem
ming from academic circles. 

There are a number of stock arguments 
which one hears continuously that tend to 
obscure the real nature of communism and 
dissipate one of the principal weapons 
against it, the moral condemnation of decent 
people. 

We hear repeatedly that nothing is gained 
by calling Communists harsh names or con
tinually raking over their past crimes, as 
though it would somehow be better to forget 
the true nature of the enemy. 

We read a lot of newspaper accounts of 
how things have improved behind the Iron 
Curtain, but precious little about the essen
tial babarism upon which Red rule is founded 
and sustained in power. 

There is a philosophy current that much 
of our difficulties with the Communists are 
due to misunderstanding, which implies that 
the Soviets and the Red Chinese are perhaps 
well meaning and that our difficulties could 
be resolved if we would only look at their 
side of things and get them to look at our 
side. 

We even hear from respected sources that 
communism is, of all things, a "Christian 
heresy." This theory gives to the Commu
nists a sort of benevolent aspect, as though 
they were partially misguided souls who were 
nonetheless toiling in the same vineyard. 

Historically, Christian heresies have been 
deviations from, or misinterpretations of, 
one or another article of faith. The heretics 
shared basic root beliefs with other Chris
tians, such as belief in God. But the Com
munist!:, on the contrary, deny every funda
mental tenet of Christianity. Communism 
is the complete antithesis of Christianity. 
It is the mortal enemy of everything reli
gious. 

Perhaps the most popular phrase of those 
who minimiz"l the evils of communism is 
that we cannot look at the world scene in 
terms of "black and white," which of course 
carries the implication that both the free 
world and the Communist world are at 
fault for the present danger and that each 
side has its good points and its bad points. 
I willingly concede our bad points, but I 
have never been able to discover the good 
points of communism. 

This type of thinking, seeping into the 
American consciousness from all sides, 
amounts to a tremendous cumulative at
trition which is utterly confusing. People 
who are weary after long years of anxiety 
are only too happy to seize upon such news 
items as the building of children's play
grounds in Moscow as an indication that the 
Kremlin masters are human after all and 
that everything is going to be all right. This 
sort of thing, constantly repeated, causes us 
to let down our guard, to look for an easy 
way out, and it eventually leads to fatal 
concessions to the Kremlin. 

So first of all, let's get one thing straight. 
Let's get communism in true focus. 

Communism is total evil. It is all black. 
There is nothing gray about it. There is 
nothing good about it. Its ends are evil. 
Its means to those ends are evil. 

If, by force of circumstance, Communists 
are for something right, it is only as an 
expedient to advance their evil ends. 

If they occasionally appear in a worthy 
light, it is because they must make some 
appeal to human needs and aspirations. 

When they educate the ignorant, it is to 
perfect their apparatus of enslavement. 

When they industrialize, it is to strengthen 
their capacity for aggression. 

When they talk peace, it is just another 
means of waging . war. 

When they allow long overdue improve
ments in living conditions, it is evidence 
that even Communist oppressors must make 
some concessions to the wishes of the 
oppressed. 

There is no evil so appalling that Commu
nists would shrink from it, if it would ef
fectively advance their ends. There is no 
atrocity so hideous that they would not will
ingly commit it if it served their purposes. 

The Red Chinese regime, in the 10 short 
years of its existence, has as a matter of gov
ernmental policy murdered 30 million men, 
women and children. The horror contained 
in this statistic is too great for the human 
mind to assimilate or the human soul to 
ponder. And this is but a repetition of the 
crimes of the Russians which have been 
committed on the same scale. 

Communism is at war with the whole hu
man race. It is based on the theory that 
a human being is just a particle of matter, 
without independent mind or spirit. It 
seeks to destroy the family as an institu
tion. It seeks to wipe out religion. It seeks 
to blot out the human conscience and to 
distort all concepts of right and wrong. It 
seeks to reduce man to a mere beast of 
burden, without a will, without a personality, 
without a home, without personal property, 
without knowledge of God, without hope of 
eternal life. 

Of course, they have not yet been success
ful in this task. They have found the ob
jective of permanently defacing human 
nature somewhat beyond them. The task 
has been too great. There have been many 
retreats, deviations, new approaches. 

But the end goal never changes. We must 
always remember that; and we must con
tinually renew our understanding or it. 

Certainly we must live in the world with 
them, but we must never forget what they 
are. 

Certainly we must confer with them, but 
we must never concede to them on any basic 
principle. 

The Western World is presently engaged 
in negotiations with the Communists. Un
less there is a fundamental change in Com
munist doctrine, there is no hope that these 
negotiations will lead to peace. 

I say this for three reasons: 
First, communism is fundamentally dedi

cated to the destruction of the free world 
and of the ethical and rational bases of that 
world. Its fixed and unswerving objective is 
to destroy us. The Communists may have 
to postpone this destruction, they may have 
to adopt new approaches to it, but it re
mains their central objective in foreign af
fairs. As long as this remains true, there 
is no hope of any lasting settlement, or of 
any true relaxation of tensions, since such 
things must be based on some common in
terest between East and West. 

Second, whereas we in the West regard 
peace as the normal order of things, and war
fare as an interruption of that order, Com
munist doctrine regards warfare, ceaseless 
conflict and violence, as the essential order 
of life. There is no such thing as peace to 
them. There is only the absence of armed 
conflict, an absence which must be utilized 
for other forms of warfare. Therefore, it 
is only the West that seeks peace, and the 
notion that peace is being prevented by 
mere misunderstandings or resolvable dif
ferences is absurd. 

Third, there is almost no hope that argu
ments based on reason and truth will have 
any effect whatsoever on Communists at the 
bargaining table. For the true Communist, 
there is no criterion of truth but Commu
nist dogma. While we in the West subject 
our policies and our principles to many tests 
of truth which are above, beyond and inde
pendent of our political credo, the Commu
nist is incapable of doing so. Argumenta
tion will not move him. Truth will not 
pierce his dialectical armor. Only the force 
of events, demonstrating the falsity ot 
Marxist doctrine, can erode away Commu
nist certainty. 

These facts are fundamental to any suc
cessful coping wit:1 communism. 
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It is all too easy to fall into the error of 

assuming the Communists are essentially 
like ourselves. They look like us; they dress 
like us; they can be affable and good na
tured; their capacity for pretense is infinite. 

It is hard to keep our eye on the ball con
tinually and j,o keep in mind the fact that 
on basic issues we do not have and can never 
have anything in common with them. But 
this is what your generation must do. 

This having been said, I hasten to add 
that mere rejection by us of communism 
offers no solution to the worldwide danger. 
It is not rejection that the world is seeking, 
but affirmation. 

The impoverished, despairing peoples of 
the world are in search of a prophet, a phi
losophy, an ideology that promises a way out 
of their present degradation. 

Americans have an old familiar saying 
"you can't beat something with nothing." 
We cannot beat false prophets with no 
prophets. We cannot beat dedication to evil 
with lack of dedication. We cannot solve 
the desperate problems afflicting half the 
world by merely rejecting the Communist 
solution. We must offer a solution of our 
own. 

We must put forward our solution in the 
face of many disadvantages. The uncom
mitted peoples of the world are generally so 
impoverished that they feel a kinship with 
the Communist masses, a kinship that they 
do not feel with the prosperous and ad
vanced peoples of the West. 

The record of colonialism of our European 
allies stands against us in the eyes of those 
who do not understand that communism 
is the most ruthless and total imperialism 
the world has ever known. The totalitarian 
Communist bloc can act with a unity, a 
decisiveness, and a single mindedness that 
is impossible for the democratic coalition. 
And in the nature of things, the aggressor 
has an initiative that the free world cannot 
seem to wrest from it. 

But communism possesses one fatal dis
advantage. It runs against the grain of 
human nature. It chokes and destroys the 
spirit of man. 

Communism is essentially evil and man 
is essentially good. Marxism cannot satisfy 
any of the higher needs of man, the aspira
tions, the hopes, the yearnings that distin
guish man from lower forms of life. 

Only ignorance or despair will drive men 
to it. Therefore, the principal task of the 
West is to offer light and hope. 

But the battleground today · is not only 
the higher needs of man. It is as well the 
lower needs, the more tangible, the immedi
ate day-to-day necessities of existence. 

Freedom, and all the values that this term 
suggests, cannot flourish or have meaning 
without the existence of certain material 
conditions. 

We in America have become used to a 
· constantly rising standard of living. We 

have come to expect it, as though it were 
the normal order of things. The college 
students of today live better than their 
parents, and you confidently expect your 
children to enjoy higher standards than you 
now have. But for a large part of the world, 
living standards have actually been declin
ing despite the enormous technical advances 
of the past century. 

It is commonplace to say that one-third of 
the world goes to bed hungry at night. 
But it is not so generally understood that a 
large portion of this one-third is eating even 
less than they were 10 or 20 years ago. And 
10 years hence, the outlook for them is even 
bleaker. 

This inevitably feeds the hopelessness upon 
which communism thrives. 

To men who are faced with these basic 
problems of existence, communism offers a 
coherent, exciting, tempting body of ideas 
and programs. And Russia provides the ex
ample of a nation which in a short pe-

riod of time has bridged the chasm ;from a 
primitive, agricultural order to that of a 
highly industrialized state. 

The West, despite its primacy in the realm 
of the spirit and of material things, seems 
unable to offer a convincing ideological anti
dote. 

The example of our high standard of living 
or of our flourishing political institutions is 
not causing the unfortunate peoples of the 
world to flock to our colors. 

Our talk of democracy, of free institu
tions, of representative government, of pri
vate enterprise seems too legalistic, too in
volved, too concerned with forms, to go to 
the heart of man's basic needs. And in the 
eyes of millions our alliances with totali
tarian regimes, our racial discrimination, our 
Hollywood-style glorification of crime and 
violence make a mockery of our professed 
ideals. 

We seem unable to make our ideological 
system intelligible to others. 

At a time of crucial importance to Western 
civilization, we seem unable to produce lead
ers who can so articulate the needs and 
hopes of men as to inspire the love and ad
miration and trust that America once 
enjoyed. 

In our history, in our philosophy, in our 
religion, in the practical programs of assist
ance already in effect, we have all the needed 
elements for a new order of justice and peace 
and plenty, an order that will satisfy the low
est and the highest needs of men. We lack 
only the statesmen, the prophets, who can 
combine these elements in a form that will 
rekindle the hope and the enthusiasm of 
the world. 

Perhaps the young men and women of your 
generation will fill this need. 

If the Western World, with its unparalleled 
capacity for producing material wealth, can 
me~t the immediate material needs of men, 
if we can lead the way to the eradication of 
social injustice, of poverty, of discrimina
tion, of material degradation, then the battle 
for the hearts and minds of the world's peo
ple will change to a conflict in which we of 
the West will have all the advantages. 

For man's higher needs are the very things 
that Western civilization answers and which 
the cold, merciless dogma of communism 
cannot supply. 

The highest value that Stalin could put 
upon man was that he was the most precious 
form of capital. If that were true, if that 
were the full significance of man, then com
munism would indeed inherit the earth. 

But it is not true. Man possesses mental 
and spiritual attributes above and beyond 
the material world. Man has needs and ap
petites that no material order or philosophy 
can satisfy. 

He needs friendship. He needs under
standing. He needs truth. He needs love. 
Our Judaic-Christian civilization, nourished 
by contributions from the Greco-Roman 
world, is in its finest aspects the highest 
response to these higher needs of mankind. 

Whatever ma:• be our weaknesses in the 
West, we have one great strength. Our 
universities are free. Our churches are free. 

We have preserved unbroken the tradi
tion of free inquiry started by Plato and 
Aristotle. We have preserved the knowledge 
of the tradition, the revelation, and the 
moral law of God. 

The people of the West remain free to 
seek truth and to love God. It is we and not 
the Communists, who are able to satisfy 
man's highest needs. This and this alone 
will save us. 

Our &lliances, our weaponry, our economic 
strength, important as they are, will never 
e::;tablish peace on earth. But the church 
and the university, in God's goOd time, will 
do so. 

The terrible example of communism is 
having one salutary effect on the Western 
World. It is purging us of our own follies. 

The example of their total materialism 
is making us rightly ashamed of our own 
materialism. 

The example of their total atheism is call
ing forth a spiritual rejuvenation in the 
West. 

Their attempt to destroy all moral values 
is causing us to reexamine our own neglect 
of those values. 

Their record of ruthless imperialism has 
caused the West to be ashamed of its own 
imperialism. 

Their brutality is enlarging our compas
sion. 

In the sins of communism, we see our own 
sins writ large. 

In our desperate need to overcome evil, we 
are rediscovering our own capacity for good. 

To the young men and women in our 
college~, ·t;here opens the greatest challenge, 
the greatest responsibility in the long his
tory of our civilization. If you, the prod
ucts of our free institutions, cannot refine 
from our heritage a ringing message, an in
spiring, uplifting ideology that will satisfy 
the universal hunger for truth and justice, 
then our civilization will have lost the 
capacity to lead, and leadership will pass on 
to others. Never in our history has so much 
been staked upon the performance of a 
single generation. The stakes are mortal, 
for they are the preservation of all that we 
have known and cared for, all that is worth 
preserving. 

Thus your lives are endowed with an enor
mous sig:1iflcance. Always keep in mind the 
fact that you must toil not for yourselves 
alone but for the whole future of man. 

I hope, I pray, I believe that the young 
women of this class and the young people of 
·this country will make an effort worthy of 
the noble task and that, with the grace of 
God, they .shall not fail. 

ROBERTS. BALL 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, this 

morning Robert S. Ball went to his 
eternal rest in Arlington Cemetery. The 
distinguished majority leader [Mr. 
MANSFIELD] and the distinguished 
minority leader [Mr. DIRKSEN] earlier 
expressed, very eloquently, their high re
gard and the high regard in which the 
Members of this body held Bob Ball, 
both as a newspaperman and as a 
friend. 

I should like to add a highly personal 
expression with respect to this man, who 
for many years was my friend. My first 
meeting with Bob Ball occurred in the 
1930's, just as I was leaving law school 
and while he was a writer on the Detroit 
News. In those days, our friendship was 
unrelated to politics or to public busi
ness. 

Looking back over the years, I realize 
how fortunate I was in having had his 
friendship, and later his counsel. I 
realize that I am but one of many thus 
blessed. 

Bob Ball will be remembered when any 
of us talk about the really good and ef
fective newswriters of this country. 

In this day, when his wife, Marian, 
who is known to many of us for her work 
in the radio and television gallery of the 
Senate, and his son and family are un
der great stress, it would be helpful for 
them to know that many of us confident
ly recognize that his memory long will 
be with us. It will be a grateful mem
ory of a man who, in the greatest kind
ness, yet with the greatest courage, ob
served this scene and reported it 
effectively. 
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SOUTH VIETNAM 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent to have printed in the 
REcORD an article entitled "South Viet
nam: Unlimited Aid-Limited Prog
ress.'' This article was written by Prof. 
Milton C. Taylor, of Michigan State 
University. Professor Taylor served as 
taxation adviser to the Vietnamese Gov
ernment from January 1959 to July 
1960. The article will appear in the Sep
tember issue of Public Affairs, and has 
been made available for our use at this 
time through the kindness of the editor 
of that journal, Prof. William L. Hol
land, of the University of British 
Columbia. 

I believe the article is a thought-pro
voking challenge to all concerned with 
formulating an effective foreign aid pro- · 
gram. In some of its observations it 
stresses the need for changed emphasis 
though continued need for aid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Michigan? 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SOUTH VIETNAM: UNLIMITED Am, LIMITED 
PROGRESS 

(By Milton C. Taylor) 
INTRODUcriON 

Casual visitors to the Republic of South 
Vietnam are usually favorably impressed, 
especially if they have traveled through other 
countries in southeast Asia. This is under
standable, for in Saigon, the capital city, 
there is not the conspicuous and grinding 
poverty found in many other Asian cities: a 
few tree-lined boulevards with sidewalk cafes 
are reminiscent of Paris; the stores and mar
ketplaces are burgeoning with consumer 
goods; the streets are choked with new motor 
scooters and expensive automobiles; and in 
the upper-income residential areas, new and 
pretentious housing is being built. In short, 
the superficial impression is that most Viet
namese city dwellers do not suffer from ma
terial privation and that more than a few 
are remarkably well off. Furthermore, many 
of the oppressive political and social aspects 
of the present regime in Vietnam-like the 
detention of some 40,000 of its opponents in 
"political reeducation centers" and the denial 
of political freedom by authoritarian con
trol-are not visibly or readily apparent. 

A trip into the countryside would reinforce 
this impression of relative well-being. Few 
countries of the world have such abundant 
and relatively unexploited agricultural re
sources or such a favorable ratio of popula
tion to land. 

The Mekong River delta is one of the most 
productive rice growing areas in the world
so productive, in fact, that the peasants are 
disinclined to grow two crops because one is 
so bountiful. Besides unexploited land, 
abundant forest and fishing resources largely 
remain to be developed. By Western stand
ards, to be sure, the peasants live modestly, 
but the basic requirements of life, such as 
food, shelter, clothing, and a minimum edu
cation for children are obtainable for the 
mass of the rural population. 

Beneath this outward appearance of rela
tive well-being, however, there are serious 
and pervasive weaknesses in the economy, 
for much of Vietnam's present standard of 
living represents a spurious and shaky pros
perity in the sense that it is based on a large
scale military and consumption-oriented 
American aid program. Military aid has 
given Vietnam a measure of security against 
external military aggression, while economic 
aid in the form of imported consumer goods 
has maintained, possibly even raised the 

standard of living. But a price has been 
paid for these accomplishments. From an 
economic point of view, American aid rep
resents a large-scale relief project more than 
an economic development program. And 
because economic development has not been 
emphasized, termination of American aid 
would almost certainly produce both political 
and economic collapse in Vietnam. 

Perhaps the most important lesson to be 
learned from the Vietnamese experience, 
therefore, is that a generous assistance pro
gram in itself 1s no guarantee of economic 
-growth. It is not possible to buy economic 
development merely by granting large 
amounts of dollar aid. Moreover, if eco
nomic growth is not a concomitant of as
sistance, one of the principal results of 
American aid is that it insures its own 
p erpetuation. 

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF DIVIDED 
VIETNAM 

Under 80 years of French colonial rule, 
the two segments of Vietnam-the industrial 
north and agricultural south-were devel
oped as an economically integrated unit. 
This was a logical development, for the · 
northern part of the country contained most 
of the fuel and mineral supplies, while the 
south had the best agricultural and fishing 
resources. The result of this territorial 
specialization was a considerable degree of 
trade between the two areas: coal, raw 
materials, and industrial products moved 
to the south, while part of the surplus agri
cultural and fishing products of the south 
was sent to the north. The remainder was 
exported. Before World War II, about one
half million tons of rice were shipped annu
ally from the south to the north with 
another one-half million tons available for 
export. On the other hand, the south re
ceived much of its coal supply for the pro
duction of electricity from the north, as 
well as most of its supply of cement, paper, 
chemicals, glass, and fertilizer. Even the 
textile industry was concentrated in the 
north. Thus, whatever else may be said in 
favor of the political separation of Vietnam 
at the 17th parallel in 1954, it is certain at 
least that it was an unnatural and unfortu
nate economic event. 

South Vietnam has also experienced other 
setbacks which began with World War II 
and have continued into the present. Jap
anese occupation during the war initiated 
the destruction and economic dislocation, 
whlle civil war from 1946 to 1954 virtually 
devastated the economic infrastructure of 
the country, severely damaging roads, rail
roads, and inland waterways, and even re
sulting in the abandonment to the jungle 
of large areas of agricultural land. Nor is 
there an end to these destructive political 
events. At the time that this article is 
written, the internal Communists in South 
Vietnam, the Viet-Cong, are so strong that 
there are actually two governments: when 
night falls, most of the rural area south of 
Saigon is controlled by Communist guer
rillas. 

Compounding these adversities was a host 
of other problems caused by partition. In
dependence resulted in an exodus of French 
firms together with their managers and 
skilled personnel, the repatriation to France 
of considerable capital, and of course, a halt 
to new French investment. The withdrawal 
of the French Expeditionary Corps resulted 
in a loss of the most important income
generating factor in the country. Assimi
lating nearly a million refugees from the 
north into the economy constituted a heavy 
burden on productive resources. Mean
while, the dual pressures resulting from the 
financing of defense and nondefense pro
grams caused inflationary pressures, which 
were contained only by massive amounts of 
American aid. 

However, all of these difficulties do not 
mean that the south came out economically 

second best as a result of the Geneva agree
ment of 1954. There wa,s considerable in
dustrial activity in the form o! light manu
facturing in the south, and this area also 
provided the export surpluses, primarily rice 
and rubber, which were the principal means 
of earning foreign exchange to pay for im
ports. Furthermore, in contrast to many 
other countries, per capita income has been 
t raditionally higher in th~ south than in the 
north, mainly due to rubber and rice ex
ports and a lower density of population. 
And finally, as an important link in the 
non-Communist chain, Vietnam has been 
t he recipient of very large scale U.S. milit ary 
and economic aid. 

THE DEPENDENT ECONOMY 

With the exception of Laos, Vietnam is 
more dependent on American aid than any 
other country in the world. As compared 
to Vietnam's economic aid of $13.7 per 
capita in 1960, Laos received $17. Taiwan 
$12.5, Korea $8.6, Pakistan $3.8, India $1.9, 
and Thailand $1.2. For the 6 years from 
1955 to 1960, U.S. economic assistance to 
Vietnam has totaled $1,387.2 million. In 
addition, inilitary hardware and supplies has 
amounted to approximately $500 million. 

Another indicator of the importance of 
American aid to the Vietnamese economy is 
the foreign exchange gap which has been 
closed by U.S. assistance during the past 6 
years. Even with recent reduced levels of 
aid and some improvements in exports, Viet
nam is able to pay for only about one-third 
of her import needs by virtue of her own 
export earnings. For example, during 1960 
Vietnam exported $84 million of goods and 
imported $239 million, resulting in a trade 
deficit of $155 million. 

Still another m anifestation of Vietnam's 
precarious economic condition is afforded by 
the Vietnamese Central Government budget. 
During 1958, the last year for which actual 
budgetary expenditures are available, U.S. aid 
accounted for 62 percent of total public ex
penditures. If military hardware assistance 
were included in this budget data, depend
ence on American aid, of course, would be 
even more pronounced. 

THE RATIONALE OF AMERICAN AID 

With this magnitude of American aid, the 
obvious inquiry that may be posed is the 
rationale under which the expenditures have 
been made. In this respect, there is no 
doubt that priority must be given to po
litical considerations. Vietnam, though ad
mittedly not free or <lemocratic by American 
standards, has been considered by the archi
tects of American foreign policy as worthy of 
support as a bulwark against the advance of 
communism in southeast Asia. In turn, this 
support has for the most part taken the form 
of maintaining what is construed to be an 
adequate level of military strength for the 
defense of the country against foreign ag
gression. The political and military ra
tionale of the American aid program is so 
controlling, in fact, that a U.S. official in 
Saigon frankly and openly refers to the U.S. 
objective as holding on to a piece of real 
estate. 

In less gross and insensitive terms, what 
this official implies is that the size of the 
aid program in Vietnam has been dictated 
primarily by military considerations and eco
nomic development has been of secondary 
importance. This means in practice-if his 
assessment of our policy is accurate-that a 
high-level decision by the U.S. Defense De
partment determines the level of American 
support considered necessary for the Viet
namese armed services, which in turn for 
any year represents the level of total aid, 
both military and economic. 

One may well question the wisdom of this 
essen-:;ially mil1tary rationale for American 
aid. First, even in the short run, defense 
goals can only be attained by developing the 
economic foundation of the economy. Sec
ondly, it is a defensible argument that eco-
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nomic growth is the best guarantee for re
sisting the advance of either· internal or 
external communism. This argument seems 
well supported by recent events in Vietnam, 
for it is actually internal Communist 
strength, nurtured by economic and political 
deficiences, which has developed as the prin
cipal security problem in the country. 
Finally, the progress which Vietnam is able 
to make toward national self-sufficiency is 
obviously a vital concern of the American 
taxpayer, for it is only economic develop
ment which will make possible a reduction 
in the aid program without at the same time 
prejUdicing the political stability of the 
country. For these reasons, there is con
siderable significance to an assessment of the 
economic impact of the aid program. 

THE PROCESSES OF AMERICAN AID 

For both military expenditures and eco
nomic projects, local currency is made avail
able to the Vietnamese Government through 
counterpart fund financing, a device ex
tolled by one ICA official as the greatest in
vention since the wheel. When Vietnamese 
importers introduced goods into Vietnam 
under the U.S. commercial aid pro
gram, they are required to pay 35 piasters 
for each U.S. dollar allocation of foreign 
exchange. These piasters are then deposited 
as counterpart funds, which are utilized by 
the Vietnamese Government for either mil
itary or economic programs. Thus, it is ap
parent that the counterpart device serves a 
double duty: (1) it provides financial re
sources for the Vietnamese Government to 
meet its fiscal requirements, and (2) it pro
vides the merchandise required both for con
sumption purposes and for the capital de
velopment of the economy. 

But while counterpart financing has a 
mechanical appeal, the fund's operations 
since the Geneva agreement demonstrate 
the two substantive shortcomings of the 
American aid program: ( 1) Most of the re
sources provided to the Government in or
der to meet its fiscal requirements has been 
used for military purposes, and (2) the great
er proportion of merchandise imports has 
been used for the maintenance of living 
standards rather than for the development 
of the economy. 

These contentions may be supported by 
quantitative evidence. For the 5 fiscal 
years from 1955 to 1959, the aid program 
(excluding military hardware) totaled $1,-
101.1 million, which in turn generated 
$944.9 million in counterpart funds. Out of 
this total of $944.9 million, the Vietnamese 
Government budgeted $750.8 million or· 79.5 
percent for defense. The remainder, $184.8 
million, went for nondefense purposes. The 
U.S. Operations Mission programed addi
tional nondefense expenditures of $127.6 
million in project aid and $16.2 million in 
technical cooperation. Thus, at least 68 per
cent of total aid was spent for defense. 
Moreover, because several of the programs 
included under project aid, such as the de
velopment of highways, are largely under
taken for defense purposes, it is more real
istic to say that about 75 percent of all 
American aid has been used for defense. 

Turning now to the other side of the coin, 
it is one of the objectives of American aid 
for the commercial import program to make 
funds available for the importation of in
vestment goods for the capital growth of the 
country. However, the demand for imports 
is generated by the economy, and the econ
omy is infected with a compulsion to con
sume rather than invest. As would be ex
pected, therefore, the counterpart fund has 
peen used largely for the introduction of 
consumption rather than investment goods. 
. Because of the manner in which statistics 
are maintained, precise quantitative evidence 
in support of this consumption bias in the 
use of American aid is difficult to present. 
The U.S. Operations Mission to Vietnam 
.makes available a three-way classification of 

goods introduced under the commercial aid 
program: (1) Industrial equipment and ma
chinery; (2) raw materials, fuels, and other 
essential supplies for industry and agricul
ture; and (3) all other commodities. The 
first category, comprising 15.9 percent of 
commercial aid imports in calendar year 
1958, unquestionably represents investment 
goods. Quite clearly, also, the third cate
gory of all other commodities, amounting to 
46.6 percent, represents consumption goods. 
But the remaining category representing 37.5 
percent is ambiguous. Appearing here are 
such capital goods as cement and structural 
steel, but there are also such items as tobac
co and newsprint. These latter products, 
vallJable as they are as raw materials for 
consumption goods industries, do not result 
in capital growth. On the basis of available 
evidence, it is apparent that at least three
fourths of American aid has been used for 
the importation of either consumption goods 
or raw materials for the production of con
sumer goods. 

Perhaps even more illuminating are the 
statistics for certain items imported into 
Vietnam under the commercial aid program 
in 1958. Explaining why the Saigonese ap
pear relatively well clothed is the importa
tion of $34.3 million in textile products. 
This single consumption item alone exceeds 
the total imports of industrial equipment 
and machinery of $30.3 million. In a coun
try which is predominantly agricultural, and 
which must develop agricultural output in 
order to improve its foreign exchange earn
ings, a total of $5 million in fertilizers and 
insecticides was imported in 1958-less than 
the imports of private passenger vehicles 
($7.8 million), petroleum products ($6.9 mil
lion), and pharmaceuticals ($7.8 million). 
In fact, the commercial import program, at 
one time or other, has imported almost every 
conceivable type of consumer goods, regard
less of how trivial or luxurious. Only three 
consumption items have not been imported 
during the history of counterpart financing 
in Vietnam: wine, perfume, and gold watches. 

Another aspect of this consumption-ori
ented program is its sheer generosity. During 
1957, the commercial import programs ac
tually provided counterpart funds at a faster 
rate than could be spent by the Vietnamese 
Government. As a result, the level of coun
terpart fund deposits rose, the total money 
supply fell by 10 percent, a~d there was a 
temporary but strong deflationary influence. 
Even more alarming, from 1955 to Novem
ber 1960, Vietnam's foreign exchange re
serves rose from $125 to $222 million, an 
increase of $97 million. In other words, dur
ing this period of time Vietnam used part 
of the proceeds from its own exports to build 
up a financial hoard while using American 
aid "for living expenses." What better evi
dence could be presented for the misuse and 
superfluity of American aid? 

SOME EVIDENCE OF GAIN 

A recent visitor to South Vietnam observed 
that the standard of living was quite obvi
ously higher than in several other nations of 
southeast Asia. Pressed for the basis of this 
conclusion, he maintained that nearly every 
Vietnamese he had encountered wore a wrist 
watch. Amusing as this criterion is for 
measuring relative well-being, it demon
strates that only an approximate insight into 
Vietnam's economic progress may be gained. 
Statistics are invariably crude and incom
plete, and even when technical resources are 
available for the development of accurate 
data of certain types, many observers of the 
Vietnamese economy suspect that the in
formation presented to the public is slanted 
for political ends. 

Conventionally, an assessment of Vietnam's 
economic gains should begin with an exam
ination o~ historical changes in such national 
accounting aggregates as the gross national 
product and its components. But this is not 
possible in Vietnam. At the present time, 

social accounts are available only for 1955 
and 1956, and even the data for these years 
should be used with caution since the sta
tistics represent merely preliminary steps in 
establishing the accounts. Similarly, there 
has been no national census since the coun
try became independent in 1954, but there is 
no dearth of population estimates. Thus, in 
the absence of reliable aggregative indices 
which would serve as a measure of economic 
growth, it is necessary to turn to statistics 
for particular industries or specific projects. 
And even these statistics must be used with 
caution. 

A relatively stable price level, while not a 
measure of economic growth, should be men
tioned at the outset as a principal economic 
gain since 1955. Vietnamese statistics in 
general provide the information that the 
price level has been stable, These data are 
undoubtedly in the nature of political sta
tistics, however, for it is apparent even by 
visual observation that the general price 
level has been rising at least in a creeping 
fashion and that certain prices have been 
rising quite sharply. Nevertheless, even a 
moderately increasing price level is an im
portant achievement, for relative stability of 
the price level provides an inducement to 
save and invest; conversely it means that 
such excrescences of inflation as profiteering, 
speculation, and erosion of low-income group 
purchasing power have been restrained. 
The accomplishment is also noteworthy 
because Vietnam is one of the few countries 
of the Far East, including those that have 
received large amounts of American aid like 
Korea and Taiwan, that has avoided ram
pant inflation. Some credit for this is due 
to restraint on the part of the Vietnamese 
Government, but more credit ·is due to the 
largess of the American aid program. It 
underscores again that American aid-to use 
the words of an American administrator in 
Saigon-"has been a lush program aimed at 
providing sufficient consumer goods so as 
to provide political stability." 

Development efforts on the part of the 
Government have emphasized the agricul
tural sector and have been centered on an 
agrarian reform program. Under the French 
regime, the land tenure system was typically 
one of large holdings cultivated by tenants, 
with this arrangement further corrupted by 
exorbitant rents and high rates of interest. 
Rents were in some ca~es as much at 50 per
cent of the harvest, while rates of interest 
were usually 3 to 10 percent-not per year, 
but per month. 

The agrarian land reform program has at
tempted to resolve these specific defects as 
well as rehabilitate and develop the whole 
of the agricultural industry. One ordinance 
has restricted land rental contracts to no 
more than 25 percent of the crop value, while 
another has provided for the resettling of 
rice land abandoned during the war years 
of 1945-54. Resettlement has also been un
dertaken on the high plateau, an undevel
oped region paralleling the border with Cam
bodia. Most publicized of all measures has 
been the ordinance authorizing the expropri
ation of all holdings of rice lands (not rub
ber plantations) exceeding 100 hectares per 
owner, which has provided for the redistri
bution of some 700,000 hectares of land to 
tenants. Finally, all existing agricultural 
credit agencies have been combined into a 
new National Office of Agricultural Credit for 
the purpose of increasing the ease and avail
ability of credit. 

All of these efforts have had an appreci
able effect on the productive capacity of the 
agricultural industry. From 1956 to 1959, 
the rice area under cultivation rose from 
2,540,200 to 3,080,000 hectares with an ac
companying increase in paddy production 
from 3,412,000 to 4,482,900 metric tons. Dur
ing the same period, the area planted in 
rubber trees increased from 75,100 to 80,000 
hectares and the cultivated area from 18,300 
to 29,000 hectares. The caveat should be 
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offered, however, that there are wide vari
ations in these statistics and the ones quoted 
probably exaggerate considerably the in
creases experienced. Also, it must be borne 
in mind that much of the agricultural prog
ress of the past is attributable to previously 
tilled but unoccupied land. Future efforts 
on untilled land will not bring the same 
results. 

These development efforts in the agricul
tural sector represent good politics as well 
as good economics. The Indochina war 
demonstrated that peasant support is man
datory for the stability of a government in 
Vietnam, for it was the peasants, more than 
any other socioeconomic group, who drove 
the French from Indochina. But emphasiz
ing the agricultural sector is also good eco
nomics, for the country is predominantly 
agricultural. In addition, capital employed 
in agriculture probably has a comparative 
advantage over alternative investment in 
manufacturing. Therefore, economic prog
ress in Vietnam, in its most elementary 
terms, may be identified with increased 
agricultural production, which will permit 
higher agricultural export levels and a 
reduction in the foreign exchange deficit. 

When the agricultural development ef
forts are related to export earnings and the 
foreign exchange deficit, however, past ac
complishments in the agricultural sector 
become quite unimpressive. In 1960, Viet
nam imported $239 million in goods and ex
ported $84 million, leaving a commodity 
trade deficit of $150 million. About 90 per
cent of Vietnam's export earnings in 1960, 
in turn, are derived from rice and rubber, 
with rice exports amounting to $27 million 
and rubber $48 million. But since no mate
rial increase in rubber exports is expected 
within the next 5 or 6 years, principal re
liance for decreasing the exchange deficit 
of $150 million falls on rice, a product earn
ing only $27 million in 1960. Under these 
circumstances, even if the exchange deficit 
were reduced to $100 mlllion by the curtail
ment of imports, and if rice exports were 
doubled, a substantial exchange gap would 
remain. 

There is, in fact, some reason to doubt 
whether rice production by 1960 had even 
been brought back to the level prevailing 
during the French regime. In 1940, 1 
million tons of rice were exported from the 
port of Saigon as compared to 340,000 in 
1959. Even if the 1940 export total is quali
fied to account for the inclusion of Cam
bodian exports in the Vietnam statistics of 
the prewar era, and for the subsequent 
growth in population and increase in per 
capita rice consumption in South Vietnam, 
it would appear ·that 1960 rice exports reflect 
an agricultural output that lags behind pre
war levels. 

The other way for Vietnam to reduce defi
cits on commodity trade is to promote indus
trial development and thereby decrease the 
need for imported manufactured goods. In 
contrast to the agricultural sector, indus
trial development efforts were begun at a 
later stage, in late 1957, and in more uncer
tain and modest amounts. Industrial efforts 
have also emphasized the development of a 
few large plants wholly or partly owned by 
the Government rather than a broad pro
gram based on private domestic and foreign 
capital. 

At first, it appeared that Vietnam favored 
a liberal philosophy of encouraging private 
initiative and capital. The presidential 
declaration on investment in Vietnam of 
March 1957, seemed to welcome private do
mestic and foreign capital by offering sub
stantial tax and other incentives. This was 
followed in November of 1957 with the estab
lishment of the Industrial Development Cen
ter (IDC), an institution with the combined 
functions of an industrial promotion agency 
and a development bank. In its promo
tional role, the IDC was directed to create 
or assist in the establishment of new indus-

trial enterprises, provide technical assist
ance, and develop a productivity o.nd train
ing center. To function as a development 
bank, the Center was provided with Amer
ican aid ln the amount of US $6 million 
and VN $100 million. 

During 1957 or 1958, however, a decision 
was apparently made in favor of a pre
dominantly planned economy with direct 
governmental participation in industrial de
velopment. As a result, the IDC withered 
on the vine. By May 1959, the Center had 
received over 100 loan applications but had 
extended assistance to only four enterprises. 
Subsequently, through the efforts of a U.S. 
management firm, 27 loan applications were 
processed by the end of 1959. But even so, 
M. N. Trued, an observer with definitive in
formation, concluded that the IDC "has not 
become established as the leading organiza
tion responsible for promoting industrial 
progress in Vietnam, nor has it evolved a 
program for assisting a broad range of in
dustrial enterprises." 

In the meantime, the Vietnamese Gov
ernment's decision to favor Government 
ownership (as well as to tighten controls 
over the economy generally) was reflected in 
the development of a select group of firms 
either partly or wholly owned by the Govern
ment. These included direct investment in 
coal, sugar, textiles, glass, logging, paper, 
mineral water, wallboard, and cement. In 
these developments, foreign capital played 
only a minor role. 

Philosophical support for this program of 
Government ownership was provided by the 
economic doctrine of personalism, a nos
trum developed by President Diem. Despite 
many speeches on the subject by Diem and 
other Government administrators, the doc
trine has remained essentially a confused 
melange of papal encyclicals and kinder
garten economics. The primary objective 
of the proposal appears to be an avoidance of 
both capitalism and socialism and the at
tainment of something similar to the organ
izational form of cooperatives. However, 
personalism also reflects a suspicion of 
private businessmen, a fear of foreign 
capital, and an attitude that little can be 
accomplished in Vietnam without direct 
Government ownership and control. 

Despite the inhibition imposed by Diem's 
personalism, there have been some signifi
cant industrial gains on a narrow front: 
For example, in 1959 textile production rose 
from 68 to 83 million meters and sugar pro
duction from 25,000 to 58,000 metric tons. 
However, the acid test of industrial progress 
is some reduction in imports, and in this 
respect the gains are not apparent. Im
ports fell from $232 million in 1958 to $225 
million in 1959, but rose again to $239 mil
lion in 1960. 

The principal conclusion warranted from 
Vietnam's effort to promote industrial de
velopment is that the results have been 
minimal and disappointing. An important 
reason for this is the decision to favor a 
predominantly planned economy with direct 
Government participation in industry. In 
Vietnam, the volume of IDC loan applica
tions proved that there was no dearth of 
private enterprise, and some degree of for
eign investment was also a reasonable ex
pectancy, if adequately encouraged. 

On the other hand, Vietnam has only lim
ited Government capital and a conspicuously 
inefficient and inexperienced bureaucracy. 
Under these circumstances, it was a funda
mental error to place primary reliance on 
a planned economy and public ownership 
almost to the exclusion of private enter
prise. Clearly preferable would have been 
a policy of encouraging private enterprise 
and only relying on public ownership when
ever proven to be necessary. 

In addition to these direct efforts to raise 
output in agriculture and manufacturing, 
American aid has also been spent on a wide 
range of economic and technical aid projects 

for the purpose of developing the founda
tion for economic growth. Classifying these 
activities by functional areas, they include 
projects in natural resources, mining, public 
works, health services, education, public 
administration, and information. They 
range from expensive projects like the de
velopment of a modern highway system to 
the modest purchase of a few motorbikes 
for the National Institute of Statistics. They 
run the gamut from the very worthwhile, 
like the malaria eradication program and the 
provision of textbooks for schools, to the 
frivolous and the dubious, like the construc
tion of a broadcasting studio in President 
Diem's palace. They represent projects 
which will have a direct and immediate 
effect on enlarging the gross national prod
uct, like the digging of canals, to those that 
will have no effect, like the provision of 
technical assistance for the fingerprinting of 
the population. Some of the programs are 
carried out with dispatch, others with delay 
and waste. 

Despite the excrescences that have devel
oped in these programs, most represent a use 
of American aid which is entirely justified. 
The main faults lie not with the minor mis
takes that have been committed, but with an 
imbalance in the use of American aid and in 
a lack of integrated development planning. 
From 1955 to 1960, only 13 percent of all 
American aid was available for economic and 
technical aid projects. Therefore, the statis
tics showing the number of canals dug, text
books provided, and participants trained, 
which at first glance appear impressive, need 
to be interpreted in terms of what could have 
been accomplished if the aid program had 
emphasized economic development. 

Secondly, economic and technical aid proj
ects cannot be undertaken rationally and 
effectively in the absence of elementary facts 
of the economy and an intelligent develop
ment program. No one will dispute that re
sources need to be spent on agriculture, edu
cation, health services, and transportation, 
but an efficient allocation of limited resources 
among these alternatives based on factual 
data and analysis is an elementary require
ment. Even intuitively, one may question 
the allocation of 45 percent of all project aid 
from 1955 to 1960 to highway development 
and only 9 percent to agriculture. By com
parison, the basic approach in Vietnam is to 
sponsor a multitude of piecemeal projects in 
diverse areas apparently under the tacit as
sumption that all have some beneficial effect. 
There is irony in the fact that one of the few 
areas not the recipient of developmental 
expenditures has been economic planning. 

PROSPECTS FOR THE FUTURE 

Sometimes it is argued in Vietnam's de
fense that only minimum accomplishments 
could be expected within the last 6 years be
cause the problems faced by the country 
have been so numerous and forbidding. Even 
if American aid had been used more effec
tively, it is alleged, the last 6 years would 
still represent primarily a period of economic 
rehabilitation and political stabilization. 
There is some truth in this argument. Cer
tainly, the prolonged civil war devastated the 
country, and the heritage of the French 
colonial regime left the country ill-prepared 
for economic or political health. Granting 
all this, however, there is the more important 
problem of the future. Has Vietnam reached 
a point in reconstruction where it is possible 
to be sanguine about the future? Has the 
country reached a takeoff point in economic 
development? Unfortunately, future pros
pects must be viewed pessimistically. There 
is a complex of problems involved-both poli
tical and economic-which appear to prevent 
a period of sustained economic growth. Per
haps the future is even mor~ bleak than the 
past. 

Predominant among these problems is 
Vietnam's internal security. For the first 
several years after the Geneva Agreement, 
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Viet-Cong Communist guerrillas were .only 
a festering sore and the National Govern~ 
ment maintained generally effective control 
over the country. But since late 1959, Viet
Cong activity has been increasing steadily 
to the point where the country today is 
actually in the throes of an unpublicized 
civil war. Effective Government control no 
longer exists in the whole of the rural area 
south of Saigon. This degree of insecurity has 
had serious political and economic effects. As 
the strength of the Viet-Cong has increased, 
there has been growing disaffection on the 
part of the peasants with a regime that can~ 
not provide security. Political insecurity 
has also inhibited agricultural reform ef
forts, has confined the industrial develop~ 
ment program to the .metropolitan area of 
Saigon-Cholon, has disrupted public admin
istration in the provinces, and has slowed 
down the movement of agricultural output 
to Saigon. Until the security program im
proves (and judging from the experience 
in Malaya, this will be a slow and painful 
process) further economic progress is seri~ 
ously jeopardized lf not forestalled. 

A second major problem ls the unpopu
larity of the present regime. President Diem 
has alienated large segments of the popula~ 
tion. Businessmen are restive under the 
rigidity and complexity of Government con~ 
trois; the Chinese community is resentful as 
a result of discriminatory laws; Buddhists 
claim discrimination because Diem is a 
Catholic; the South Vietnamese maintain 
that the Government is controlled by Viet~ 
namese from central and North Vietnam; 
the peasants complain against insecurity 
and forced labor in building the agrovilles; 
and almost everyone with some appreciation 
for political freedom and civil liberties 
chafes under a regime that is autocratic. 
As a result, development policies are car
ried out ln an environment in which the 
Government lacks broad support and con~ 
fidence. 

Apart from the justification of democratic 
processes for their own sake, it has become 
increasingly clear that an anti-Communist 
Vietnam cannot survive without granting 
the population rudimentary political rights. 
Communist advances in Vietnam are attrib
utable more to a lack of widespread support 
for the Government than to Viet-Cong 
strength. This lack of support has developed 
because the population sees little difference 
between Diem's autocratic control and Com
munist tyranny. Furthermore, without the 
will to resist the Viet-Cong on the part of the 
Vietnamese population, American military 
aid will only mean that communism will 
come to Vietnam Tuesday morning instead 
of Monday afternoon. 

Another important inhibition is that Viet
nam does not have the quality of govern~ 
mental leadership and the general public ad
ministration skills necessary to formulate 
and implement a successful development 
program. While the British, in their colo
nies, developed a colonial tradition of re~ 
sponsible and efficient public administration, 
Vietnam's heritage from the French was an 
archaic and cumbersome governmental or
ganization, a civil service in which Viet
namese were not allowed executive respon
sibility, and an educational system that did 
not prepare Vietnamese for public service. 
Because statistics are crude and professional 
economists almost nonexistent, economic 
planning is :artless. Because most adminis
trators in Government departments are in~ 
experienced, authority is highly centralized 
and even minor decisions are made at the 
Presidency. And because the level of compe
tency and experience is little better at the 
Presidency, there is an absence of clear and 
rational governmental policies. 

Here, then, is the classic case for the ap~ 
plication of foreign technical assistance. 
However, the Vietnamese have an indispu
table talent for resisting outside help. Per~ 

haps the lament most often heard from 
Americans in Vietnam is that the Vietnamese 
want our material aid but not our advice. In 
a sense, this should come as no surprise, for 
there are good reasons historically to account 
for a deep and abiding suspicion of foreigners, 
and not just the French. During most of 
Vietnam's history, the country has been be
leaguered and occupied by the Chinese, 
French, and Japanese. Nor should it be for
gotten that the United States provided most 
of the supplies and military equipment used 
by the French during the Indochina War. 

At any rate, whether it is xenophobia, 
pride, nationalism, or original sin, the tech
nical assistant, and for that matter foreign 
adviser~ in general, faces strong resistance. 
There is nothing very "mutual" about the 
Mutual Security Act in Vietnam. American 
fiscal experts are provided in order to help 
the country contribute more of its own re~ 
sources to economic development, but their 
advice is sedulously ignored. For several 
years, American administrators have ex
horted and pleaded for a devaluation of the 
piaster in order to facilitate rational develop~ 
ment planning, but the piaster remains over~ 
valued. Americans have advised against the 
use of such status symbols as nuclear reac~ 
tors and electronic computers, but both are 
in operation today. Sensitivities aside, tech~ 
nical assistance in Vietnam is all too often 
window dressing. 

CONCLUSION 

Viewing progress in Vietnam in the broader 
context of the political as well as the eco
nomic, there is no gainsaying that there 
have been some advances of a political na
ture since 1954. During the first few years 
of the present regime, an independent Na~ 
tiona! Government was established, the coun~ 
try was unified by the defeat of several 
militaristic politicoreligious sects, and near
ly a m1llion refugees from the north 
were resettled. But these early political 
gains must be balanced against retrogres
sion within recent years: the Viet-Cong are 
presently in control of a substantial part 
of the country, the early formation of dem
ocratic processes has been replaced by au
thoritarian control, free elections have been 
denied, and civil liberties have been seriously 
curtailed. For the past few years President 
Diem has been riding on the tiger's back. 
Eventually, he will have to dismount or end 
up inside. 

There have also been some economic gains. 
Relative price stability has been achieved 
through massive amounts of American aid, 
progress has been made toward rehabilitat~ 
ing the agricultural industry, and a modest 
industrial development program has been 
initiated. But these accomplishments are 
unimpressive when compared to the enormity 
of the job that needs to be done in order 
for Vietnam to develop a viable and self~ 
sustaining economy. They are even more 
unimpressive when viewed in the light of 
the overall aid given to the country. 

From an economic, as well as political 
point of view, the tragedy of the past 6 
years is that both American aid and Viet
namese effort have been dedicated to mili
tary defense and to the maintenance of con
sumption levels rather than to the objective 
of economic growth. Even granting the 

absolute necessity o! military aid at its past 
and present levels, it is apparent that eco~ 
nomic aid has not been employed effectively 
as an instrument of national development. 
Sacrifice in the present for longrun eco~ 
nomic gain-the sine qua non of economic 
development--has remained an abstraction. 
Therefore, whatever else has been accom
pllshed, Vietnam today still remains the 
prototype of a dependent economy, its level 
of national income as dependent on outside 
forces as was the case when the country was 
a French colony. After 6 years of large-scale 
American aid, Vietnam is becoming a perma~ 
nent mendicant. Certainly, if aid were elim
inated tomorrow, there would be an unpaid 
army and unfed civilians. Our aid has built 
a castle on sand. 

THE RELATIVE VOLUME OF UNEM
PLOYMENT IS GREATER THAN WE 
THINK. WHAT SHOULD WE DO 
ABOUT IT? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, in re

cent years the Census Bureau and the 
Department of Labor have developed a 
monthly index of unemployment which 
helps us to determine the relative and 
absolute impact of economic conditions 
upon those who seek work. This is ob
tained by visiting each month 35,000 
families which are selected in accord
ance with a sampling program, carefully 
designed to produce a cross section rep
resentative of the Nation as a whole. 
From this sample, there is found 
monthly: First, the percentage of the 
people in these families who are in the 
labor force, and second, the percentage 
of those in the labor force, who, while 
seeking paid work, are unable to find it. 
Third, by applying these percentages to 
the total population, we can determine 
the numbers in the total civilian labor 
force, which ranged from 70 to 71 mil
lion during the first 5 months of this 
year, and the total number of persons 
who are unemployed in the Nation as a 
whole. Finally, these totals and per
centages are corrected for seasonal 
:fluctuations. On this basis, the esti
mated total unemployment for May was 
4.9 million with a seasonally corrected 
rate of 6.9 percent. The number of un
employed in June was estimated at 5.6 
million. The size of the working force 
increased because of young people leav
ing school and college for the summer. 
Correcting for seasonal :fluctuations, this 
amounted to an unemployment of 6.8 
percent of the total working force. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con~ 
sent that the table relating to this sub
ject be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

TABLE 1.-Unemployment rates as reported, based on the civil-ian labor force (rates not 
adjusted for seasonal va~·iation) 

January February March April May June 
---- - --------------1-------------------- ----
Totally unemployed as percent of the civilian labor 

force: I 

1961_ ____ __________ ------------------------- -- -- 7. 7 
196() ____ - - ----- ------------------ - - - ----- - ------ 6. 1 
1958_ __________________________________________ 6. 7 
1957 _______________________ :. ___________________ _ 4. 9 

1953 _______ - - ---------------------------- - ------ 3. 5 

I Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. 

8.1 
5. 7 
7. 7 
4. 7 
3. 2 

7. 7 
6.1 
7. 7 
4. 3 
2. 9 

7. 0 
5. 2 
7. 5 
4.0 
2.8 

6. 7 
4. 9 
7.1 
4.0 
2. 5 

7. 5 
6.1 
7. 7 
4.8 
2.8 
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, so far 
so good. But there are two inadequa- - June 
cies in this method which tend to under- -----------------1----1----1:----1--------
state the actual percentage of unem
ployment. 

January February March Aprll May 

1. SAMPLE INCLUDES SELF-EMPLOYED 

The first is the fact that since the 
sample of 35,000 families is a cross sec
tion of the country as a whole, it neces
sarily includes many who are self-em
ployed or who are unpaid workers in 
family enterprises. These are the farm
ers, professional men and women, such 
as doctors, lawyers, small shopkeepers, 
and so forth, who are independently self
employed and who do not work for wages 
or salary. They also include wives who 
work with their husbands in small stores 
without separate compensation and chil
dren who have a similar relationship. 
In this case it applies to children of 
farmers as well. 

Now, there are, according to the 
monthly survey by the Census, from 10% 
to 11 millions of these people. As of 
January 1961, the estimates were 9,069,-
000 for the self-employed and 1,357,000 
for the unpaid family workers. 

The real civilian labor force which 
seeks employment for wages and salary 
does not amount therefore to 71 mil
lion, but rather to 71 million minus 10% 
to 11 million, or approximately 60 to 60% 
million. 

A moment's reflection reveals, however, 
that the self -employed and the unpaid 
family workers rarely can be listed as 
unemployed. Business may be poor, in
comes may be low, clients may be few, 
but since these people own their own jobs 
and do not seek to hire themselves out to 
others, they are employed, unless seeking 
to change to other types of employment, 
that is, wage or salary jobs. In May of 
this year, for example, only about 1 per
cent of these were unemployed, com
pared to 6. 7 of the experienced wage and 
salary workers, and an even higher rate 
among those with no previous work ex
perience. 

The percentage of unemployment 
should therefore be computed for those 
who either are employed for wages or 
salary or who seek such work. This is a 
better index of the relative seriousness of 
unemployment than that for the labor 
force as a whole. 

To the degree that the 35,000 family 
sample is a fair cross section of the pop
ulation, it overstates the true denomi
nator and consequently gives too small 
a quotient as the true percentage of 
unemployment amongst those who seek 
hired labor. 

On the assumption that the sample is 
representative, this means that the per
centage of unemployment obtained by 
the present method should be increased 
by the ratio of 71 to 60. This would 
give the percentage of unemploy
ment for the wage and salaried section of 
the working force, which, after all, is the 
only group exposed to a significant risk 
of unemployment. These percentages 
for the first 6 months of 1961, 1960, 1958, 
1957, and 1953 are as follows; 

Totally unemployed as percent of the civilian 
labor force minus the self-employed and unpaid 
family workers 1 (not seasonally corrected): 

1961_ ___ ----------------------------------------
1960 ______ ------ --------------------- -----------1958 ________ _______________ ______________ ______ _ 

1957--------------------------------------------
1953 ____ - --------- -- ----------------------------

9.1 
7.2 
8.0 
5.8 
4.2 

9.5 
6.8 
9.1 
5.6 
3. 8 

9. 1 
7. 2 
9.1 
5. 2 
3.5 

8.3 
6.2 
9.0 
4.8 
3.4 

7.9 
5.8 
8. 5 
4.8 
3.0 

8. 9 
7. 2 
9. 2 
5.8 
3.0 

1 Figures computed by staff of Joint Economic Committee from data of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

On this basis, therefore, the unem
ployment this last winter among wage 
and salaried workers was running around 
9 percent, for May it was approximately 
8 percent, and returned to almost a 9 
percent rate during June. 

PART-TIME UNEMPLOYMENT NOT INCLUDED 

But even this figure understates the 
relative amount of involuntary unem
ployment. For to it should be added in
voluntary part time or those instances 
when workers who wanted to work full 
time were only given the opportunity of 
working 4, 3, or even 2 days a week. 
There is a great deal of this lost time 
within employment and it is indeed en
couraged by the merit rating system un
der employment insurance. For since 
the employer's contribution rate is 
graduated according to the benefits paid 
out to his own employees, and since bene
fits generally do not begin until earn
ings have fallen because of lack of work 
below one-half of the full time earnings, 
an employer, for example, can cut his 
unemployment contributions by putting · 
all his men on two-thirds time instead 
of laying off one-third of them. 

The Department of Labor has for 
many years gathered figures on the 
number of nonagricultural workers who 
usually work full-time but who are only 
given part-time work, together with the 
numbers of those who fall below their 
previous part-time average. From these 
statistics, Mr. James W. Knowles of the 
staff of the Joint Economic Committee 
has computed monthly estimates of what 
the full-time equivalent unemployment 
would be of the time lost by these in
voluntary part-time workers. The 
methods used previously have been de-

scribed by me. In brief, the hours be
low 37% per week for which work was 
not offered are counted as having been 
lost because of lack of work. This would 
seem to -be a conservative method, since 
time lost because of sickness and absen
teeism was not counted in the lost hours 
and 37% instead _of 40 hours was taken 
as the average working week. Tlie total 
of hours thus lost was divided by 37% 
to get the equivalent number of work 
weeks lost in this fashion during the 
calendar week in question. For the 
month of May these came to an esti
mated 1,232,000 or a further loss of 2 
percent of the working time because of 
unemployment. In June the full-time 
equivalent loss because of underemploy
ment amounted to 1,504,000 or 2.4 per
cent. 

The figures for the first 6 months of 
this year are as follows: 

Full-time equivalent of partially unemployed 

Month (1961) 

January __ _______ _______ _ 
February_--------------
March.-----------------ApriL ___ _______________ _ 

May-------------------
June.------- ---- ---- ----

Number-in 
thousands 

1, 256 
1, 293 
1, 236 
1, 282 
1, 232 
1, 504 

Percent of 
civilian labor 
force seeking 
wage and sal-

aried work 

2.1 
l.R 
2.1 
2.1 
2.0 
2.4 

We may now combine these three faG
tors to get better estimates on the 
amount of time lost through unemploy
ment and the percentages which these 
form for the months and years in ques
tion, as follows: 

January February March April May June 

Totally unemployed plus the full-time equivalent 
of part-time employees as a percent of the civilian 
labor force minus self-employed and unpaid 

fa'f~i_:~~~~~~-~-~~~~-s_e_~~~~~~~~~~~~~!~------- 11.2 11.7 11. 2 10.4 9. 9 11. 3 
1960___________ ____________ _________________ ____ 1~· ~ 1t g 1t ~ 1t g 1~: ~ 1t ~ 

~~g~============================================ 7:3 7. 2 6. 7 6. 3 6. 3 7. 7 
1953 ___ - ---------------------------------------- ---------- ---------- ---------- ---- ------ ---------- ----------

1 Figures computed by staff of the Joint Economic Committee from data of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Note: 
Figures for 1953 are not available. 

It is thus seen that the total propor
tion of time lost during this last winter 
by those who sought wage and salaried 
labor was 11 percent or more, and that 
in May it was approximately 10 per
cent, and in June rose to 11.3 percent. 
If we corrected this last figure for sea
sonal variation, it probably would be 
only a little over 10 percent. In ab
solute terms this is a full 3 percent or 

three-sevenths higher than the figure 
commonly used. 

The unemployment situation is, 
therefore, even more serious than is 
commonly believed. 

It is, of course, true that some al
lowance should be made for those 
"moonlighters" who are "overemployed" 
and who hold down two jobs. For ex
ample, this is how many of the Wash-



'1.961 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-.. SENATE 12391: 
lngton cab drivers and Akron rubber 
workers, who are on a nominal 30-hour 
week, seek to increase their incomes by 
taking on another job. Teachers and 
postal employees frequently ,do the same 
thing. 

But, even so, the overemployment of 
some does not help the unemployment 
or underemployment of others. 

mLE CAPITAL 

At the same time that there is an 
extraordinari1y high percentage of time 
lost through unemployment, there is 
also a very high percentage of unused 
plant capacity. 

There are two sets of figures on the 
rates at which plant capacity is uti
lized. The first are those regularly 
published in the Survey of Current 
Business for the cement, petroleum re
fining, paperboard, and steel ingot in
dustries. The second are the annual 
surveys conducted by the McGraw-Hill 
Publishing Co. for all manufacturing. 

The figures of plant utilization for the 
first quarters of selected years are as 
follows: 
Rate of capacity utilization for selected 

industries ('ratios of output to capacity for 
the 1st quarter of each year shown) 

[In percent] 

Petro- Paper-
Year (1st quarter) Cement leum board Steel 

refinery 

1953 ________ ------ -- 81 95 94 100 
1957------------- --- 69 92 93 96 1958 _______________ 56 84 84 54 1960 _________ __ ____ _ 52 84 93 94 
1961_ ______ -------- -' 47 88 89 54 

Source: Survey'Of CutTont Business, U.S. Department of 
Commerce, except for steel, 1st quarter of 1961, estimated 
by the stafi of the J<>int Economic Committee, assuming 
that steel capacity was the same on Jan. 1, 1961,, as on 
Jan. 1, 1960. 

In the first quarter of this year there
fore approximately half of the produc
tive capacity of the cement and steel 
industries was lying idle. The idle ca
pacity in petroleum refining amounted to 
12 percent and in paperboard to 11 per
cent. In addition, it is well known that 
the automobile industry could produce 
between 9 and 10 million cars a year. Its 
biggest year to date was in 1955 when it 
produced 7 million, while this year it has 
been producing at the rate of approxi
mately 5 million. 

The McGraw-Hill Co. found that the 
rate of utilization of the productive ca
pacity in an manufacturing was 77 per
cent at the end of 1960. It would seem 
clear that this rate was unde1· 80 percent 
during the first quarter of 1961 and prob
ably did not exceed this ratio during 
the second quarter. Since manufactur
ers seem to prefer running at from 90 
to 94 percent of capacity, it follows that 
even by the most rigid standards there 
is at least from 10 to 14 percent of idle 
and unused capacity-in the field of 
services, the Survey of Current Business, 
June 1961, page 24, estimates that in 
May only 65 percent of the available 
rooms in hotels were occupied. 

FORWARD TO INCREASED PRODUCTION 

The evidence is clear therefor:e that we 
now have an extremely high volume of 
unemployment and a large proportion of 

idle capacity. P!f.ices have been quite 
steady during the last 8 months. In fact, 
wholesale prices are lo:wer than in 1958, 
and -eonsumer prices have risen less than 
1 percent per year in this period. 

This is within the margin of error. In 
fact, there tends to be an improvement 
in quality of goods, so that an index of 
prices, without taking into account the 
improvement of goods, tends somewhat 
to exaggerate the real increase in prices. 
The immediate problem before us is 
therefore not inft.ation but a failure to 
utilize idle existing resources of both 
labor and capital. The moral would 
therefore seem to be clear. What is 
needed is a lowering of the longtime 
interest rate to stimulate investment in 
homebuilding and by small business. 
This would increase the demand not only 
for direct labor, but also that for ma
terials .and would have a very real stimu
lative effect. 

When we take .into consideration the 
increase in demand for lumber, steel, 
brick, cement, plumbing, electrical fix
tures, iceboxes, furniture, and so on, 
we can see the general stimulative effect 
which this would have. 

Then the provision of added supplies 
of bank credit would enable the resultant 
increase in production to be financed 
with approximately steady prices. 

There is indeed no greater error in 
modern economics than the all too com
mon belief that an increase in the quan
tity of bank credit necessarily causes 
a corresponding increase in prices. This 
would only be true if output remained 
constant. If the increase in monetary 
purchasing power, however, puts idle 
men to work with otherwise idle capital 
then the increase in output helps in 
whole or in part to counterbalance the 
increase in the quantity of money. 
There is an increase on both sides in the 
so-called quantitative theory equation. 

The immediate danger is not demand 
and monetary inft.ation. Any threatened 
price increase is more likely to come 
from administered prices and wages. 
The basic problem we face is that of 
idle men and idle capital and a restricted 
output. 
FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD SHOULD NOT APPLY 

:RESTRICTIVE POLICY 

The choice is therefore squarely up to 
the Federal Reserve Board. If, as out
put increases slightly, the Reserve Board 
again takes fright, as it did in 1958-59, 
and again restricts the credit supply so 
as to raise interest rates, it will once 
more help to choke off a revival and 
keep unemployment at an unduly high 
level, as it has done before. I believe 
the conscience of the country is aroused 
and cannot again permit the Reserve 
Board and the financial world to use an 
abnormally high ratio of unemployment 
and idle capital as a built-in stabilizer. 
Rather it is sound policy to adopt such 
an interest, monetary, and financial 
policy as will put idle men to work with 
presently idle capital to turn out goods 
and services which would not otherwise 
be produced. For such a policy means 
an increase in national product and in
come, a greater rate of economic growth 
an increase in governmental as wen a~ 

private revenues, and a closer approach 
to full employment. . 

Private enterprise, itself, has a heavy 
stake in this decision. If the Federal 
Reserve Board has a too restrictive 
monetary policy, the result is idle capital 
as well as idle labor. This means a 
lower overall rate of business profits. It 
is well known that a decrease in the rate 
of capital operation causes a more than 
proportionate decrease in the rate of· 
p1·ofits. 

I hope .and believe that the business 
community is interested, but even if it 
is not greatly interested in relieving un
employment, a hardheaded concern for 
its own self-interest should make it want 
to expand output and to oppose the past 
restrictive policies of the Federal Reserve 
Board. 

The issue is therefore directly up to 
the Federal Reserve Board and the :finan
cial authorities in Government and busi
ness. Let us hope that they have the 
wisdom to act wisely and effectively. 
May Congress and the public encourage 
them to realize the gravity of the situa
tion in which we are placed and help 
them to cast aside their old erroTs which 
have already cost us so much. We need 
to get our economic system back on the 
rails producing the goods and services 
which we could produce at approximately 
stable prices. This is the crucial domes
tic problem of the next few months. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. HART. As always, when I have 
an opportunity to listen to a man who 
not only technically was once a great 
teacher of economics, but also in fact 
continues to be that kind of teacher, I 
am grateful and benefited. One of the 
great regrets of each of us in this body 
is that we should be<Cxpert in many fields, 
but can be knowledgeable at best in only 
a relatively few. It is for this reason that 
I, for one, am very grateful to the people 
of Illinois for having given to the Senate 
one who can inform those many of us 
who are far from expert in the difficult 
field of economics. This the distin
guished Senator from Illinois ably can 
do. 

The figures which he has presented to 
the Senate may well be used by the ex
ecutive branch of the Government as the 
base for a recommendation of official 
action, not alone to caution the Federal 
Reserve Board, not alone to implement 
legislation to which the Senator from 
Illinois gave conspicuous leadership and 
support over a long period of years in 
redevelopment, but also in contemplating 
very seriously recommending specific 
legislation involving additional expendi
tures, which would be aimed at seeking 
to produce short-term economic activity 
through additional public woiks. Is this 
not the sort of economic picture which 
argues strongly that there may be need 
to recommend to Congress measures 
such as that presented by the distin
guished Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], who has presented the plan 
which would caU for Federal support for 
public works, which public works could 
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be put into operation promptly in 30, 60, 
or 90 days? 

Even though I am not an informed 
economist, am I not correct in interpret~ 
ing these figures as the sort of alarming 
index which may cause us to believe that 
we must do substantially more than 
heretofore Congress has anticipated 
doing? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My good friend from 
Michigan is very alert in connection with 
these matters. I believe that proper 
programs which will be efficient and 
which will meet human and capital 
needs not otherwise met, may well be 
proposed. I merely wanted to call at
tention to the fact that the situation is 
really much more serious than even the 
high percentage of 7 percent would lead 
us to believe. The real percentage of 
unemployment is around 10 percent, at 
the very least. To my mind it is highly 
improbable that this revival which is 
now underway will reduce this figure to 
manageable proportions. I hope it will, 
but I doubt it. I would think that pres
sure upon the Federal Reserve Board to 
make it see the error of its past ways is 
almost one of the first things to be done. 

It may well be that we should have a 
public works program. At this time I 
do not want definitely to advocate it. 

However, public works should be built 
where the unemployed actually are. All 
too often what happens is that people 
talk about community facilities and 
work for the unemployed, and then it 
turns out that this means public works 
in Utah, Arizona, or New Mexico, where 
there are very few people, or in rural 
communities, where the unemployed do 
not congregate. 

One of the tests for this program 
would be localities where the unem
ployed are located; otherwise, the ''pork 
barrel boys" will run away with the ball. 

Mr. HART. I take it that the Senator 
from Dlinois is implying that there is 
difficulty in Congress in enacting legis
lation unless it is shotgun in nature, 
although the program requires a very 
precise aim. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
Mr. HART. And a very sharp thrust. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. The 

Senator from Michigan comes from a 
State with extremely high unemploy
ment. It is the great automobile State 
of the Union. The automobile indus
try, as we know, is in great difficulty. 
Building irrigation projects on the up
per Colorado River will not help the un
employed of Detroit or the unemployed 
foundry workers of Muskegon, or the 
unemployed workers in Flint; nor will it 
help the unemployed in southern Illi
nois. Sometimes high industrial unem
ployment is used as an excuse for the 
pork barrel to be rolled out for the areas 
where there is no unemployment; in 
fact, one might have a pork barrel polka 
"Roll Out the Barrel." 

Mr. HART. Not to suggest the exam
ple that we read in the press during the 
last few days comes within the last vivid 
characterization by the Senator from 
Illinois, I am sure he was struck, as I 
was, by the remarkable story of a small 
community in Texas-itself a very great 
State, but a State where the rate of un
employment is something less than it is 

in some of the other States of the Na
tion-that a redevelopment program 
massive in proportion in relation to the 
population of the community was pro
gramed. This may be very desirable 
arid helpful. I am not criticizing that 
particular project. But I am making 
the point that if any objective analysis 
of unemployment figures indicates that 
there are readily defined areas in this 
country where there is continuing and 
high unemployment and, second, if it is 
established that public works projects 
can reduce unemployment and can give 
employment, and, third, if it is estab
lished that in these areas of high and 
persistent unemployment there are un
met public needs, then the logic is over
whelming that we should aim the gun 
at the precise targets. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is correct. 
Mr. HART. Not-what is the expres

sion ?-scratch one another's back? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Roll each other's log. 
Mr. HART. Roll each other's log, be

cause time will run out on us, if the state 
of our economy is as the Senator has de
scribed it. 

Again I am very grateful to the Sena
tor for bringing to the Senate and to the 
public the rich background which is his. 
He is unique in this body. I repeat that 
I for one wish that I had this back
ground. I regret that I do not have it. 
I know that other senators feel this 
way. We are fortunate that the Sena
tor from Illinois continues to provide 
the whole community of America with 
the benefit of his knowledge. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Sena
tor from Michigan. He is much too 
complimentary to me and, characteristi
cally, much too modest about himself. 

ADJOURNMENT TO FRIDAY 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, in ac

cordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate stand 
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon on 
Friday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 8 
o'clock and 48 minutes p.m.) the Sen
ate adjourned, under the previous order, 
until Friday, July 14, 1961, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 

•• ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WEDNESDAY, JULY 12, 1961 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Harold Lynn Gore, associate pas

tor, Memorial Baptist Church, Arling
ton, Va., offered the following prayer: 

They that wait upon the Lord shall re
new their strength; they shall run and 
not be weary; they shall walk and not 
taint-Isaiah 40: 31. 

0 God, our Father, in a time when men 
are weighted down with crushing respon
sibilities and perplexed by grave and dif
ficult decisions, when nation threatens 
to lift up sword against nation and to 
learn war once more, cause us to turn to 
Thee with whom is no variableness 
neither shadow of turning, who fainteth 
not, neither is weary. Lift up the feeble 

hands that hang down and strengthen 
the trembling knees and give guidance to 
a people who after Thee would seek, a 
people whom Thou hast sought. Send 
Thy spirit, Lord, to comfort our beloved 
Chaplain in this hour of keen sorrow at 
the passing of his wife. May he truly 
know that underneath are the everlasting 
arms. For in Jesus' name do we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Mc

Gown, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate had passed without amend
ment a bill and a joint resolution of the 
House of the following titles: 

H.R. 4324. An act to provide uniformity in 
certain conditions of entitlement to reen
listment bonuses under the Career Compen
sation Act of 1949, and for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 472. Joint resolution providing for 
the apportionment to the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts of its share of funds author
ized for the National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1963. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with ·amendments 
in which the concurrence of the House 
is requested, bills of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

H.R. 845. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the rate of special 
pension payable to certain persons awarded 
the Medal of Honor, and for other purposes; 
and 

H.R. 5490. An act to provide for more effec
tive participation in the reserve components 
of the Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bill~ . of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1710. An act to amend the act of April 
6, 1940, as amended, so as to authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make emergency 
livestock loans under such act until Decem
ber 31, 1961, and for other purposes; and 

S. 1873. An act to amend the Act entitled 
"An act to authorize the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to donate dairy products and 
other agricultural commodities for use in 
home economic courses", approved Septem
ber 13, 1960 (74 Stat. 899), in order to per
mit the use of donated foods under certain 
circumstances for training college students. 

The message also announced that the 
Vice President had appointed the Sena
tor from New Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS]; 
the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
CASE]; the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
RoBERTSON] ; and the Senator from Ver
mont [Mr. Am:EN], members on the part 
of the Senate of the New Jersey Tercen
tenary Celebration Commission. 

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT 
MARINE AND FISHERIES 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, at 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. BoNNER], I ask unanimous 
consent that the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries may sit dur
ing general debate today. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER. The House will stand 

in recess subject to the call of the Chair. 
Accordingly <at 12 o'clock and 3 min

utes p.m.) , the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

JOINT MEETING OF THE HOUSE 
AND SENATE TO HEAR AN AD
DRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF 
PAKISTAN 
The Speaker of the House presided. 
The Doorkeeper announced the Vice 

President and Members of the U.S. Sen
ate who entered the Hall of the House 
of Representatives, the Vice President 
taking the chair at the right of the 
Speaker, and the Members of the Senate 
the seats reserved for them. 

The SPEAKER. On the part of the 
House the Chair appoints the members 
of the committee to escort the distin
guished visitor into the Chamber, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
McCoRMACK], the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. MORGAN], the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK], and the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHIPER
FIELD]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On the part 
of the Senate the Chair appoints as 
members of the committee of escort the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MANS
FIELD], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the Senator from 
California [Mr. KucHEL], and the Sen
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY]. 

The Doorkeeper announced the Am
bassadors, Ministers, and Charges d'Af
faires of foreign governments. 

The ambassadors, ministers, and 
charges d'affaires of foreign govern
ments entered the Hall of the House of 
Representatives and took the seats re
served for them. 

The Doorkeeper announced the Cabi
net of the President of the United States. 

The members of the Cabinet of the 
President of the United States entered 
the Hall of the House of Representatives 
and took the seats reserved for them in 
front of the Speaker's rostrum. · 

At 12 o'clock and 30 minutes the Door
keeper announced the President of Paki
stan. 

The President of Pakistan, escorted 
by the committee of Senators and Rep
resentatives, entered the Hall of the 
House of Representatives and stood at 
the Clerk's desk. [Applause, the Mem
bers rising. J 

The SPEAKER. Members of the Con
gress, today it is my high privilege, my 
great pleasure, and I consider it a dis
tinguished honor to be able to present 
to you, the representatives of the Amer
ican people, an outstanding world citi
zen, a man of courage, a man of ca
pacity, the head of a free and ambitious 
people, and a man who himself and his 
people ar·e friends of the United States 

of America, the President of the Republic 
of Pakistan. 

[Applause, Members rising.] 
The PRESIDENT OF PAKISTAN. 

Mr. President, Mr. Speaker, and ladies 
and gentlemen. I regard it as a great 
privilege to have been given the oppor
tunity to address this august body, the 
most powerful and the most distin
guished representative institution in the 
world. 

I am told my time is short, so al
though there are many things I could 
talk to you about that would probably 
take longer, I will have to go over the 
ground rapidly. 

I come from Pakistan, which is a 
country which is allied to the United 
States of America and a friend of your 
country. [Applause.] 

We gained our independence just 
under 14 years ago, although we are a 
people who have a history which 
stretches back in terms of centuries. 

Coming to independence at a time 
when the world is moving at an enor
mously fast pace and new countries like 
ours have to make every effort to move 
at that pace for the sake of their sur
vival poses an enormous problem. What 
I am going to talk about are essentially 
the problems that we in Pakistan face, 
what sort of mistakes we have made, 
and what sort of remedies we are try
ing to evolve for our problems. 

It would not be untrue to say that 
similar conditions by and large apply to 
other emergent countries. First of all, 
Pakistan lies in the Indian subcontinent. 
When the time for independence came, 
the Moslems of the Indian subcontinent, 
who numbered then 100 million out of a 
population of some 350-million.:.odd, 
made a demand that they should have 
a separate homeland where they could 
develop on the basis of their own ide
ology. 

This demand was based on our resolves 
to put into practice our beliefs and the 
principles of our faith. At the same 
time when it came to a counting of heads 
in a society like that of India with its 
caste system and other prejudices, peo
ple who do not fit into this caste sys
tem have no particular place worth men
tioning. So this minority, if you like 
to call it that, of 100 million felt that 
in the type of society which is ordained 
by Hinduism, we shall have no place un
less we have a separate homeland. So, 
therefore, I like you to understand this 
demand and this carving out of a sepa
rate homeland of Muslims in the sub
continent was not based on bigotry or 
intolerance or anything like that. The 
whole object was to escape those things 
to the extent possible. That really is 
the genesis and the philosophy of Pakis
tan. We have no intention of creating 
a theocratic or a priest-ridden state or 
anything like that. We want only to 
develop in the light of our faith and our 
beliefs. 

Having said that, I shall then describe 
the sort of problems we have to face
social problems, economic problems, and 
political problems. Socially, and it is 
only recently that we have been trying 
-to break out of that state, we were a 
.feudal society. There was hardly any 

industry in the areas that comprised 
Pakistan. We provided the manpower 
for the British Army which fought-and 
I, myself, was one of them-for the 
British cause right from, perhaps, Peip
ing to New Chapelle. Our society apart 
from being feudal is very much tribal
with a tribal consciousness, and so on. 
So after independence, the immediate 
problem was how to weld this society in
to a nation. In order to be able to do 
that measures, such as for instance, the 
equalization of different strata of society 
was necessary. At the same time, we 
had to organize and install political in
stitutions which would enable that 
society of different stratas to be able to 
make a wise choice. There was a dearth 
of education in the country. About 15 
percent of the people were educated. 
Our agriculture was and still is not mod
ern, and unless a country's agriculture 
is put right and its people are given the 
food and the necessary ingredients for a 
healthy life, we cannot carry through 
other reforms or measures of progress. 

Politically we have not gone very far 
because we just came out of feudalism. 
We did not have political institutions 
suited to the genius of the people. Our 
aim always has been and always shall be 
to have representative institutions, to 
have democracy with the people having 
a direct voice in their own affairs. 

We did not have political institutions 
that could meet our requirements in the 
light of the state of development of our 
society. We· adopted the British parlia
mentary form of political system, a 
highly refined system. We chose this 
highly refined system because that was 
the only one with which our leaders were 
familiar and which had a chance of suc
cess. 

As far as the basic, shall we say, basic 
need for having a democratic system is 
concerned, it was not something that had 
to be imposed from the outside. Cer
tainly in our Moslem society, there is a 
deep belief in ideas of brotherhood and 
fraternity. These are the basic prin
ciples of our faith. 

In Moslem society there is no such 
thing as color prejudice or race prejudice. 
Our people are, shall we say, color
blind and race blind. Therefore, the in
gredients of democracy are there. 

The question was, How would we 
evolve, what sort of system could we 
evolve, that suited our set of problems, 
that suited the genius of our peoples and 
their circumstances and their aspirations. 

As I said, Pakistan came into being 
some 14 years ago. After coming into 
being we were faced with several major 
problems. There being various areas of 
Pakistan we had to set up initially a 
central government and a number of 
provincial governments. Those govern
ments did not exist-as such in the area of 
the Pakistan; they had to be started from 
the word ''go." 

Thereafter, for a time, we had the 
·father of the nation of whom you might 
have heard, Mohammed Ali Jinnah. He 
died soon after Pakistan came into being. 
His very trusted lieutenant, the able 
Liaqat Ali Kahn as you know, was as
sassinated some years afterwards. We 
had a succession of bad leadership when 
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the need was for powerful leadership, for 
positive leadership, for leadership that 
would give stability to the country, ·and 
give meaning and purpose to the institu
tions of democracy, and establish healthy 
traditions of democratic government. 

The day came when we got into a very 
bad state of affairs indeed; our political 
affairs ran into great difficulty through 
political wrangling, through lack of clar
ity of vision, courage, and character. 
Some of the men who should have taken 
the trouble to exert and show their au
thority failed to do so, and it looked as 
though the country were going to dis
integrate. 

Our people are very good people. They 
bore all this with great fortitude and 
courage, but after a stage they began to 
lose heart. 

The time came when I heard of it with 
my own ears. I was then the commander 
in chief of the army. I had been the 
commander in chief for 7 years. People 
openly started saying that this man 
could save us if he wished to, but he does 
not have the courage to do so. 

They did not realize my problem. My 
problem was for a new fledgling country 
to create an army worthy of the people. 
That was the :first thing. 

If you will study the history of any 
country that has gotten its independ
ence, a country thc...t has a good non
political army and a good civil service, 
in spite of difficulty, bas been able to 
move on and preserve its integrity. 
Therefore, it was my duty and honor to 
give the country the army it deserved; 
and, furthermore, in spite of the prev
alence of these trying political condi
tions, to insure that that army remained 
nonpolitical. 

Before that on several occasions I bad 
been approached by the then bead of 
state to the effect we could see that as 
we were going on we were not going to 
make any headway and would I take over 
power. I refused that offer. It was not 
that one did not feel the sense of re
sponsibility, but my loyalty was to the 
soldiers of my country and to that army 
to which I belonged. However, the stage 
comes in life when you have to think of 
your future, the future of your genera
tion and their very existence, and un
pleasant decisions have to be made. 

Therefore, there was a revolution in 
our country. I was the head of that 
revolution and it was, therefore, my 
responsibility to put into effect the sort 
of things that would remove the illnesses 
of the country, and bring it back to life 
and prepare it for the forward march of 
development and progress. 

We therefore embarked on several 
measures of reform. The :first thing that 
I thought must be done was to remove 
or shorten the gap between the "haves" 
and the "have nots•• of the country. Our 
country, basically an agricultural coun
try, consisted of a large number of land
owners, who owned enormous areas of 
land, and a large number ot people with
out land or a very limited amount of 
land. In a society like that you cannot 
work out a. balanced wholesome demo
cratic system.. If the bulk of the people 
are under compulsion and obligation to 
a limited number, no democratic form of 

government can really go on and work 
very well. 

So I consulted my associates, and I 
put before them the sort of things I 
wanted to do, the sort of reforms I con
sidered were necessary. They told me 
that the land reform was going to be the 
most difficult reform because this is the 
sort of thing that affects the most power
ful people of the country, and if some
thing goes wrong there will be rivers of 
blood in the country. 

Well, in a diffic:Ilt situation like that 
you have got to take courage in .your 
hands, you have to make difficult de
cisions, and I came to this conclusion: 
Unless we can resolve this problem, noth
ing else will have any lasting effect or 
will be of any use. 

We devised a scheme of land reform. 
It was not based on any form of vindic
tiveness. It was based on the philosophy 
that if a family wants to live on land 
they shall have enough land to be able 
to occupy their time and give them a 
good return, so that they can live a 
decent life and educate their children 
decently. 

Therefore, a very sensible scheme was 
devised, and for the rest of the land that 
was taken over compensation was offered 
and paid. This land was then given to 
the tenants who became the owners of 
the land, and they are paying the cost 
of the land over a period of 20 years. 
I am glad to be able to tell you that the 
land reform went off exceedingly well. 

A large number of these landowners 
are personal friends of mine. They are 
people I went to school with, people I 
was associated with in the army and 
elsewhere; we had known each other, 
we had been together, we had been 
shooting together, and so forth and so 
on. I often meet them and I tell them 
that these misfortunes I had to impose 
against my own friends I believe served 
them and the country well. I believe 
that I have saved my country from a ter
rible turmoil that was bound to occur 
if things had drifted on as they were. 
[Applause.] 

As I say, the whole thing went off ex
ceedingly well, indeed, and I felt proud 
of our people that they saw the signs of 
the time. Although it is not very easy 
to part with land-! do not know what 
happens in your country, but in my 
country if somebody takes someone 
else's land, even an inch, they are pre
pared to shoot him. Now, none of these 
things happened. There has been a very 
good friend of America who went there 
and he met somebody and said: ''Well, 
I am very glad to see the sort of things 
that have been done in Pakistan by your 
President, except. that he has not shot 
a · single landowner so. far." So I told 
him, "Go and tell him there is no neces
sity for it-that shooting is not neces
sary. And it is a most stupid thing to 
do. It leaves its legacy, it leaves its 
scar." 

In our revolution there were no vic
tims. People who had done wrong were 
given the option of retiring from public 
life, if they wished to do so, on specific 
charges_ At the end of those charges 
there was not even imprisonment pro
vided, because my object . was not to get 

involved in negative things but to be 
thinking of the future. _ 

We have a limited amount of man
power that must be employed in the re
construction of our country and of our 
society. 

In the economic :field we were badly 
off. The problem of our balance of pay
ments was going wrong. Our agricul-. 
tural production was not in a healthy 
state. From being a surplus food-pro
ducing area we became a deficit area, 
for several reasons. Of course, in addi
tion, the rise in population was a thing 
that caused us worry, and it still causes 
us worry. 

So we endeavored to put the economy 
of the country on as healthy a basis as 
possible under present circumstan
ces and under the present resources of 
the country. 

Politically we had to think and ask 
ourselves what sort of system can work 
in our circumstances of today. 

Some people think that if there was a 
parliament elected by the people we 
could have a democratic arrangement. 
But the moment that parliament was 
elected, the members of parliament lost 
all contact with their constituencies, lost 
all contact with the people. No demo
cratic system can work unless it has its 
roots in the daily life of people. It can
not be a system which rather like an 
umbrella or a parachute can hang in 
the air. It has to have roots right in 
the hearts and life of the system. If 
the system is so designed that its roots 
go right down, the people are in a posi
tion to order their lives. If they order 
it well, they will reap the reward of it, 
and if they do not order it well they will 
suffer. 

They learn the art of give and take, 
the art of discussions. They learn 
through that way the spirit of ·accom
modation which is so necessary to run 
any democratic system. 

Take your country, or take Britain, for 
instance. The real democratic system 
emerges from your trade unions, from 
your cooperatives, from your associa
tions of all description, where people or
der their lives collectively in a spirit of 
give and take. If there is a heated dis
cussion about something and somebody's 
opinion is not accepted, he does not think 
that the world is going to come to an 
end or that the heavens are going to 
fall. In our country, in our part of the 
world, political feelings run far deeper 
than in any other part of the world, so 
that our concern was to :find such an 
arrangement which would have contact 
with the life of the people. We had to 
awaken our people, who live in the vil
lages, and so forth, to the new require
ments of the time, and to the necessity 
for doing their full share in the advance
ment of the country; and that means 
day-to-day education, day-to-day acqui
sition of information and understanding 
of events and affairs. 

And so, therefore, we set up . a system 
which we called, for want of a. better 
name, a system of basic democracy. It 
was based on this principle, that if you 
asked a person a question which he or 
she could answer from that person's 
knowledge, you would get the right re-
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sponse, and you would get the right elec
tion. But if your electoral system is so 
designed that broad masses of .the people 
ask questions on matters with which 
they do not deal, or they are asked to 
make decisions about personalities they 
do not know, then they have to ask 
somebody else, or somebody else has to 
go and tell them that somebody is like 
this and somebody else is like that, and 
that somebody else often is a political 
demagog. I do not say all politicians 
are that way, but certainly there is a 
difference between politicians, and some 
of them just mislead the people and 
further schisms are started within the 
society. 

I know that your system works on a 
two-party basis and, like any other game, 
you have got to have rules for it. You 
cannot have more than two teams in the 
field, can you? If you have more than 
two teams in the field you have con
fusion. You do not know who is losing 
and who is winning. [Applause.] 

In our case, there were to my knowl
edge 15 teams in the field. You can 
imagine the state of chaos that that sort 
of condition creates. 

Coming back to this problem which 
we posed to ourselves and for which we 
had to provide an answer, it was, What 
sort of electoral system should we have 
and what sort of political institutions 
should we have which would correspond 
to the lives of the people? We decided 
to introduce this system of basic democ
racy. In essence it amounts to this, that 
eligible voters up to about three to four 
hundred were given the chance to elect 
one person. 

We found from experience that in 
about 95 cases out of 100 they elected 
wisely. In many cases, people of stand
ing and wealth, and so on, had not been 
elected and somebody else, a person of 
better character or, shall we say, in
.fluence with the people was elected~ 
The meaning of that is that we gave the 
people a chance to answer a question 
which they could answer from their own 
personal knowledge. 

About 10 members so elected form one 
unit in the area-form what we call the 
basic union council. Thereafter we 
have people that are elected on the next 
tier of administration, then the next tier 
right up to the province. The advantage 
of that is that these people's representa
tives will work in conjunction with the 
Government officials on development 
plans or welfare work, and so on. 
Through this period, shall we say, the 
Government officials will learn the needs 
of the people through the people's repre
sentatives, and will know what is pos
sible within the means of the country 
and what is not. It will also have the 
effect of mellowing the bureaucracy, it 
will have the effect of bringing a sense 
of responsibility to the people's repre
sentatives. 

The point is, How does this system fi
nally culminate? It should culminate in 
a parliament or the election of a presi
dent, as we hope we shall have in our 
country. My belief is that if these 
some 80,000 elected people become the 
electoral college, then you can easily and 
rapidly have the parliament and the 
election of the President. We will get 

good response from them because these 
are people, by and large, having wider 
horizons, and they have the necessary 
mental caliber, or should have the neces
sary mental caliber, to answer questions 
a little higher than they were asked be
fore. So through that system we hope 
we will have elected the right people to 
office and they will do better for the 
country. 

One other thing we have to remem
ber in our circumstances is that while 
we have a gigantic task of carrying out 
reforms in order to get rid of our past 
ills and evils and introduce new reforms, 
shall we say, when you are dealing with 
reforms you have to deal with vested 
interests and you have to take hard de
cisions, and for that you need stable 
government, you need strong govern
ment. I do not say you need dictator
ship, you need strong government. 

That is our requirement, to have 
stable, strong government, for whatever 
number of years are specified, 5 or 10. 
So our problem was to devise a system 
which would give us the substance of 
what I am talking about, because with
out that no progress is possible. 

We set up a constitutional commis
sion some time ago, and they have sub
mitted a report which is now under 
examination. I hope that everything 
will go all right. Our next budget 
should be passed by a parliament which 
will be brought into being under the new 
constitution and under the new system. 

One thing I would like to say, and 
that is this, that sometimes we Moslems 
are accused of being rather bigoted. 
But our friends who have been able to 
work democratic systems more efficient
ly than us, are also bigoted, too, in this 
fashion , that if a democratic system does 
not exactly conform to their pattern 
they say there is something wrong with 
it. Well, Pakistan is not going to con
form to any one particular pattern, but 
I certainly hope our pattern will meet 
all our requirements. I think the essence 
is this, that as long as the people have 
the right to choose their leaders, choose 
their masters, and have the right to re
move their masters, the essence of de
mocracy is there. [Applause.] 

So when you are looking at our con
stitution, when it comes into being, I 
would like you to please bear that in 
mind and not be too hypercritical be
cause you may well find-and we are 
not bragging about this-we are only 
trying to resolve our own problems in 
the light of the mistakes we have made
but it may well be that this may be the 
pattern which suits all new people who 
are emerging and who are struggling to 
find stability for their country. For 
what is the good of gaining independ
ence unless you apply yourself to the 
betterment of your people and to the 
betterment of their living conditions. In 
our struggle for economic growth, we 
have tremendous problems. We have the 
problem of, shall we say, at the moment 
a deficiency of food. We have to set 
up industries in order to be able to em
ploy our manpower more effectively. 
We have to process our raw materials in 
order to be able to save foreign exchange 
on importations and so on. In this ef-

fort, to my knowledge, the resources 
generated by a country wanting to de
velop, have never been sufficient to en
able it to develop and, certainly, not at 
the pace that we have to develop today 
because we are up against time. If we 
do not make the grade, within shall we 
say another 15 to 20 years, we shall be 
overtaken by communism and that will 
be a great, great calamity. So, there
fore, whilst your development took place, 
shall we say, in 70 or 80 or 100 years, and 
similarly in Europe, we through force of 
circumstance have to quicken that pace 
in spite of the tremendous odds we have 
to face. 

In order to be able to maintain our 
independence and maintain our free
dom, which we so dearly love, we have to 
seek assistance of friendly countries, and 
your country, your people, have been 
great friends and have been very 
generous in assisting us. But, all I can 
tell you is this. You are carrying out a 
very noble task, indeed. Let me put it 
to you like this. Today we want you 
to assist us to develop. We need foreign 
capital. We need machines. We need 
this and we need that. You might say, 
"We have heard this before."-that you 
are getting a bit tired of this story. I 
would like to suggest to you, you had 
better not get tired of this story. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

I sometimes read the American papers 
and one impression one gets is this
that foreign aid is a thing that is a real 
whipping bourse-it gets wet and hot
and the Government gets all the blame 
in the world. I can understand the 
reasons. It is a slogan which does not 
catch votes. It has no particular lobby. 
We live far away. 

It is not really very easy to part with 
your money in a hurry. It is not a very 
pleasant thing to do. But, may I put 
it to you like this? We are pressing 
against you today as friends. If we make 
good, I think you will in some fashion 
get it back-in many ways you will get 
it back. If we do not make good and 
if, Heaven forbid, we go under com
munism, then we shall still press 
against you-but not as friends. So, to 
my mind, there is very little choice so 
far as the affluent countries like yours 
are concerned. As far as the problem 
of aid is concerned-you have to give it 
to us-because it involves the fate of the 
world and also your own destiny. You 
have every right to demand and expect 
that this aid is usefully and profitably 
and sensibly employed; although there, 
too, you have missions all over the world 
dealing with aid problems. And when 
these inquisitions take place as to how 
it was spent in this country, that country, 
they produce horrid stories. I greatly 
admire the numbers of your people who 
go out and work in a dedicated fashion 
in different environment and amongst 
different people totally foreign to them 
and do their best. To expect this sort of 
program, a program of this nature to 
succeed in every phase is asking too 
much. You will have to produce very 
high quality manpower to conduct this 
operation and you will then have to 
train them in such situations. It is 
evident that there must be proper 
supervision. 
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But what is the answer? If we go 
wrong anywhere we want to be told; be
cause, after all, our effort is to make the 
money spent go as far as possible to get 
the maximum benefit; but at the same 
time nobody expects 100 percent return 
and perfection on the part of everybody. 
Just study your own industrial develop
ment and you will find the l{ind of mis
takes that are to be made in a new 
country like mine. You made them 
manifold when you were going through 
this process. 

So what I would like to tell you is that 
it is good policy to aid your friends, be
cause if we as your friend make good 
we will gain strength and you will gain 
strength. [Applause.] 

Whilst embarking on a program of 
this nature one of the things that we in 
Pakistan have to be very careful about 
is to avoid the sort of phenomena that 
occurred in Europe. When a society 
bursts out of feudalism and enters a 
more sophisticated sphere of industry, 
commerce, new stresses and strains 
emerge, old temples get broken, and the 
moral fiber of the people gets weakened, 
unless those who are the leaders of 
thought are wise enough to see ahead 
of the times and recognize the demands 
of society. 

My own humble assessment of your 
problem is that free states fail to rec
ognize the requirements of a new society 
for the simple reason that they do not 
quite understand the new strains and 
stresses that are set up in a developing 
society, with the result that the affairs 
of religion get completely divorced from 
the affairs of the world; secularism, ter
ritorial to nationalism and chauvinism 
develop, bringing untold miseries to 
mankind. As a revulsion to that I be
lieve emerges communism. 

The point is, how can we avoid mak
ing similar mistakes? How can we ad
just our ideology and our moral code to 
new developments, so that as we ad
vance materially we also advance spirit
ually. That to my mind can only be 
done if you separate the principle of any 
ideology like ow·s, or yours for instance, 
from the method of operations during 
different periods. 

I have a lot of other things here, but 
I do not think I will waste your time 
except to say this: Let me tell you that 
we in Pakistan have the greatest regard 
for your people. You are a great coun
try. We appreciate the assistance you 
have given us from time to time, we wel
come our friendship with you; we also 
take a deep interest in your affairs, your 
thinking, your plans, your actions. If 
anything goes right here, we take pride 
in that. If something goes wrong here, 
that has an adverse effect on our people. 
You today have world obligations, you 
cannot hide yourself from this position 
in the world no matter what you say. If 
you do, you do so at your own peril. 

So, therefore, let me assure you that 
we have the deepest interest in your af
fairs and we hope you will have the same 
interest in our affairs because, let me tell 
you, that if there is real trouble there is 
no other country in Asia on whom you 
will be able to count. The only people 
who will stand by you are the people of 

Pakistan. [Applause.} Provided you 
are also prepared to stand by them. 
[Applause.] 

So I would like you to please remem
ber that whatever may be the dictates 
of your worldwide commitments, you 
will, I hope, take care that you will not 
take any steps that might aggravate our 
problems or in any fashion jeopardize 
our security. As long as you remember 
that, I have no doubt in my mind that 
our friendship will gl'ow in strength. 
[Applause.] 

I thank you. 
At 1 o'clock and 25 minutes p.m., His 

Excellency President Mohammad Ayub 
Kahn of Pakistan, accompanied by the 
committee of escort, retired from the 
Hall of the House of Representatives. 

The Doorkeeper escorted the invited 
guests from the Chamber in the following 
order: 

The members of the President's Cabi
net. 

The Ambassadors, Ministers, and 
Charges d'Affaires of foreign govern
ments. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair declares 
the joint session of the two Houses now 
dissolved. 

Accordingly, at 1 o'clock and 27 min
utes p.m., the joint session of the two 
Houses was dissolved. 

The Members of the Senate retired to 
their Chamber. 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER. The House will stand 

in recess until 2:45 today. 
Accordingly, at 1 o'clock and 27 min

utes p.m., the House stood in recess until 
2 o'clock and 45 minutes p.m. 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker at 
2 o'clock and 45 minutes p.m. 

PROCEEDINGS HAD DURING RECESS 
ORDERED PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the pro
ceedings had during the recess be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is ~ there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

THE LATE MRS. ANNA C. BRASKAMP 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to address the 
House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, the 

House of Representatives has always 
been fortunate in having as its Chap
lain men of God, men of broad under
standing, men of deep spirituality~ who 
by their prayers and their presence speak 
the universal language of religion which 

appeals to all of us without regard to 
our own personal religious . convictions. 

The House of Representatives has 
been very fortunate, as has the other 
body, in having such men dedicated to 
God, mankind, and country. We today 
are very fortunate in having in such of
fice Chaplain Braskamp. 

Guiding and directing Chaplain Bras
kamp for many years during their mar
ried life was the sweet girl with whom 
he fell in love many years ago, and she 
with him. She has been an inspiration 
to him, as is every good wife to every 
husband. The life of Chaplain and 
Mrs. Braskamp has been one of nobility 
of character and one that has exercised 
great in:fluence upon the minds and lives 
of all persons with whom they have 
come in contact. 

When a beautiful couple like this is 
separated all of us feel every sympathy 
for the one who remains, in this case 
our beloved Chaplain. Our sympathy 
goes out to him for the loss he sus
tained when God in His infinite wisdom 
took yesterday from this world and 
from the life of Chaplain Braskamp and 
his family his dear and beloved wife. I 
know that Chaplain Braskamp and his 
family and loved one will derive great 
consolation in the knowledge that the 
beautiful life she led will merit the 
judgment in the hereafter that all of 
us who believe in God seek to obtain 
for ourselves. 

I am sorry to announce to the House 
of Representatives the death of Mrs. 
Braskamp, and I know I express the 
feeling of all my colleagues in convey
ing to Chaplain Braskamp and to his 
loved ones our profound sympathy in 
their great loss and sorrow. 

May God have mercy on her soul. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, at noon 

today when the clergyman acting as 
Chaplain pronounced the invocation, I 
learned for the first time of the untimely 
death of Mrs. Braskamp. 

Even those of us who did not have the 
pleasure of knowing Mrs. Braskamp per
sonally can still appreciate the heavy loss 
that our Chaplain has suffered, and in 
that appreciation we can share, in some 
measure at least, his sorrow. 

Throughout recorded history men have · 
paid eloquent and fitting tribute to the 
women who stand at our sides in times 
of triumph and despair; who understand 
and forgive our weaknesses and who 
exult in our strength; who sustain us in 
our need and encourage us in our pur
pose. 

Surely the loss of a good and loyal wife 
is one of man's most previous burdens. 

Feeling this deeply, I join with the 
majority leader and others in offering 
my most heartfelt sympathy to Dr. 
Braskamp and his family, trusting that 
their abiding faith in the mercy of the 
Lo1·d will comfort them in this melan
cho}1 hour. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
HOEVEN). 

Mr. HOEVEN~ Mr. Speaker, it is with 
a deep sense of personal s<>rrow that I 
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learn of the passing of Anna B. Bras
kamp, the wife of our beloved Chaplain, 
Dr. Bernard Braskamp. She passed away 
in Washington last evening after a pro
longed illness. 

Dr. Braskamp was born and raised in 
my hometown of Alton, Iowa, and he and 
his wife made many visits to the Alton 
community throughout the years. 

Mrs. Braskamp was a beloved and de
voted wife and mother. She radiated 
charm and personality and was a won
derful helpmate to her distinguished 
husband. Her warm friendship and 
Christian devotion were a joy to her 
multitude of friends. 

All Members of the House of Repre
sentatives will indeed be saddened today 
and I am sure they all join me in ex
tending our sincere and heartfelt sym
pathy to Dr. Braskamp and all members 
of the family. 

Besides Dr. Braskamp, Mrs. Braskamp 
is survived by her daughter, Mrs. Nor
man Tucker, and son, Bernard, Jr., and 
three fine grandchildren of whom she 
was immensely proud. 

Funeral services will be held on Fri
day afternoon of this week at 3 p.m. at 
the Sixth Presbyterian Church at 16th 
and Kennedy Streets, NW., with inter ... 
ment following at Rock Creek Cemetery. 
The family requests that in lieu of :floral 
tributes, memorial contributions may be 
sent to Children's Hospital in Washing
ton or the American Cancer Society. 

May the good Lord of all of us guard 
and keep our beloved Chaplain and his 
loved ones under the shadow of His wings 
until that day when they shall all be re
united in that "house not made with 
hands," eternal in the heavens. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that all Members 
who so desire may extend their remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and that all 
others may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCRANTON. Mr. Speaker, the 

untimely passing of our Chaplain's be
loved wife brings deep sonow to all of us. 

The late Mrs. Anna C. Braskamp was 
born and raised in Milford, Pa .• an im
portant borough and county seat of Pike 
County, in the lOth Congressional Dis
trict, which I have the honor of repre
senting. 

Mrs. Braskamp was a constant inspira
tion to her husband during the 35 years 
of their married life. She labored side 
by side with her husband in the estab
lishment of many havens of worship, 
which will linger on as monuments of 
her unswerving loyalty and dedication. 

The people of Pike County and north
eastern Pennsylvania join me in express
ing our deepest sympathies to Dr. Bras
kamp and his family in the loss of their 
beloved one. 

Mrs. KEE. · Mr. Speaker, our hearts 
are saddened at news of the passing of 
an unusually wonderful lady-the be
loved wife of our revered Chaplain. 

CVII-784 

Mrs. Braskamp was the very essence· 
of goodness, faith, and unreserved love of 
God. These are her eternal treasures. 
In His loving service she found the 
laughter of the soul. Life was worth 
while to this lovely Christian lady be
cause she herself was worth while. 

To her husband, so highly esteemed by 
every Member of Congress, our prayers 
are for his comfort in this hour of great 
bereavement. We know that his life 
mate was especially blessed by the God 
of all of us. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker, I was in
deed saddened to learn today from the 
majority leader, Mr. McCoRMACK, of the 
passing yesterday of the beloved and 
lovely wife of our respected Chaplain, 
Dr. Braskamp. My heart goes out to 
Dr. Braskamp in his great loss. He has 
lost a loyal helpmate of many years. 

He and his son and daughter have the 
deepest sympathy and prayers of the 
Rooney family in their bereavement. 

Mr. LIBONATI. Mr. Speaker, since 
the age of 8 she spent her life in Wash
ington. This great city, with its his
torical monuments, patriotic symbols 
and manuscripts, stimulated an avid 
desire to study the history of our coun
try in its past, present, and future in
fluences upon the world. Attending 
numerous lectures and speeches of great 
intellectuals and statesmen of the world, 
upon many divergent subjects, fortified 
her knowledge of world trends in every 
field. She studied the modern spiritual 
concept of man and its relationship to 
good government. 

Her deep interest in Biblical subjects 
created a strong bond of mutual cooper
ation in her distinguished husband's 
work. 

He pours his whole soul into every ser
mon and his analytical treatment of the 
Nation's problems of the moment are 
analytically pointed and interpreted in 
their religious essence and meaning, 
with emphasis upon the responsibility of 
the Congress to the people; that in the 
indulgence of simple prayer, dedicated 
men and women receive through the 
Almighty the strength of decision. 

Her great love, through the years, 
soothed the burning fires of his religious 
views. 

She was his shining star that opened 
the heavens for him to see in the spiritual 
light of reason, the importance of love 
and peace of soul in giving enlighten
ment to others in Biblical interpretation. 

Her brilliant mate, whose sermons 
gained renown, knew she was the staff 
of strength that moved him on to greater 
heights. 

Her consummate interest in his work 
made her a valuable helpmate in his 
religious sermons, teaching, and writings. 

Her interest was in those who, only in 
time of misfortune, seek the strength 
and solace of prayer. 

Reverend Braskamp is a great human
ist and religious philosopher. One has 
only to read the compilation of his 
prayers before the House of Representa
tives, as an attestation to his greatness. 

In his great loss, Almighty God again 
has shown his undeviating w111-that 
death alone brings everlasting life; that 
judgment of the dead will come; that 

the just shall not suffer; that theirs will 
be the kingdom of heaven. So be it, for 
in her blessed life she lived to die in the 
glory of the Lord. 

We, the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives of the United States, pay 
homage to a sanctified, noble lady and 
mother, who died in the faith of her 
forebears, and lives again in the hearts 
of all who knew her. May the prayers 
of her friends and beloved family enrich 
her sacred memory. Her family, proud 
of their heritage, receive strength in this 
great sadness. 

With heartfelt condolences to our dis
tinguished and honored chaplain and his 
family, we petition the Almighty, in 
humility, with prayer. 

'God's will be done. 
To her memory I dedicate this poem: 

To A LADY OF PRAYER-THE LATE MRS. ANNA C. 
BRASKAMP 

The sadness of this hour palled 
The soul of a holy man. 

The flower of his life was called 
To heaven's promised land. 

His every moment spent in prayer 
For those who rule the land, 

And now his darling's vacant stare 
Seeks not his guiding hand. 

Their mutual dreams of treasured love, 
Throughout these many years, 

Has blessed their hearts, as from above, 
With goodness, and now tears. 

She strove each day as a noble soul, 
To reach the hearts of others, 

And never shirked her duties' goal 
To make man know his brothers. 

In this life ever at his side, 
And ne'er cast a stone of offense, 

Yet holy virtue shone with saintly pride 
To those who need repentance. 

And by God's will she leaves this clime 
To prepare a castle for her beloved mate. 

Awaiting destiny to set his climb 
Beyond the pillars of eternity's gate. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
all in this body share in the grief that 
has come to our beloved Chaplain, the 
Reverend Dr. Bernard Braskamp. In 
his service here and in our associations 
together he has given us a spiritual en
richment. Perhaps nowhere in the world 
is there a secular group of comparable 
size with as large a percentage of deeply 
religious members as the House of Rep
resentatives of the Congress of the 
United States, men and women of vary
ing creeds and religions, all deep in their 
faith that the destiny of nations and of 
individuals is guided by the will of the 
God of all mankind. Dr. Braskamp has 
been very close to us all, and we wish him 
now to know by our words, humanly fee
ble through they may be, that he and 
his family do not stand alone in the void 
of a broken family circle. 

But, Mr. Speaker, those we love never 
leave us. The human voice, the physical 
presence, we miss, so deeply miss when 
that voice is silenced and that presence 
has taken on the gart of memories. 
Then, as the sunshine dispelling the 
mists of the awakening day, the feel of 
a constant, never-falling spiritual pres
ence takes possession and overpowers the 
sense of loneliness. 

Mrs. Anna c. Braskamp was a fine and 
noble woman. She loved her husband, 
her children and her grandchildren, and 
she loved and served her God. r join my 
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colleagues in warmest sympathy to- our 
Chaplain, to his son, Bernard Braskamp, 
Jr., to his daughter, Mrs. Norman 
Tucker, and to the grandchildren. 

FORFEITURE OF FEDERAL RETIRE~ 
MENT BENEFITS IN CASE OF OF~ 
FENSES INVOLVING THE NA~ 

TIONAL SECURITY 

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi~ 
ness is the further consideration of the 
bill H.R. 6141, which the Clerk will re~ 
port by title. 

The clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the passage of the bill. 
The bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPRO
PRIATION BILL, 1962 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 8072) making appro
priations for the government of the Dis
trict of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of said District for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, and for 
other purposes; and pending that mo
tion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that general debate be limited to 2 
hours, the time to be equally divided 
and controlled by the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. RHODES], and myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved it

self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill H.R. 8072, with 
Mr. PRICE in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may require. 
Mr. Chairman, today I bring to the 

House the seventh annual District of 
Columbia appropriation bill for which it 
has been my pleasure to act as chairman 
of the subcommittee. This is the an
nual appropriation bill which provides 
funds for the financial operation of the 
District of Columbia government. 

As has been its practice, the committee 
has attempted to provide an adequate 
but fully funded spending program for 
the District. This was our objective this 
year also, but if we were to recommend 
appropriations based on presently exist
ing revenue legislation, we would have 
had to bring to you a bill which would 
be at least $12 million below the $268,-
172,400 recommended today. However, 
the House has already passed the Dis
trict's revenue bill, H.R. 258, which if 
enacted in its present form would pro
vide $7.5 million in additional revenue. 

The Senate District Committee on last 
Monday reported out an amended bill 
which would provide approximately $13 
million in revenue. The Senate District 
Committee also strongly urged the Dis~ 
trict Commissioners to increase the real 
estate tax from the present $2.30 rate 
to $2.50 per $100 of assessed value. If 
the Commissioners heed the advice of 
this committee and the Senate commit
tee, $4.5 million in revenue will be real
ized. Therefore, the committee assumed 
that with these two sources of revenue, 
first, the revenue bill which should pro~ 
vide at least $7.5 million, and second, the 
increased property tax of $4.5 million, 
the District would realize a total of ap
proximately $12 million in revenue. The 
committee then proceeded to mark up 
the bill, and after making reductions 
and increases in the budget estimate, de
cided that an increase of $5 million in 
the Federal payment was justified. 
However, the approved budget, at that 
point, required further cuts or additional 
financing, so the committee approved an 
increase of $4.4 million over the estimate 
in the District's borrowing authority for 
the general fund. 

To sum up the foregoing, the com
mittee recommends an appropriation of 
$268,172,400, a reduction of $24,265,788 
in the estimates. This is an increase 
of $3,721,067 above the fiscal year 1961 
appropriation. But, in the event the 
pending revenue bill is not enacted into 
law, the committee has included a new 
general provision in the bill which di
rects the Commissioners to delete capi
tal outlay projects in an amount suffi
cient to enable the District government 
to live within available revenues during 
the fiscal year. The committee, there
fore, is of the opinion that it has pro
vided an adequate but fully funded bill 
for the operation of the District gov
ernment in fiscal 1962. 

As to the bill itself, there are one or 
two items which I believe I should bring 
to your attention. 

General operating expenses which is 
a new item and, incidentally, a state
ment on the consolidation of appropri
ation items in the bill may be found on 
page 3 of the report, contains an appro
priation for the Executive Office of the 
Commissioners. Included in the execu
tive office are funds for the Commis
sioners Youth Council and the commit
tee has recommended $60,600 for its 
operation. The major portion of the 
reduction in this activity is $37,500 for 
the youth fitness program. Prior to 
the initiation of this program in 1959 the 
juvenile delinquency rate had dropped 
each year for 4 years. As soon as the 
youth fitness program was started the 
juvenile delinquency rate started to 
climb. The committee has been con
cerned as to whether this new program 
had changed the function of the youth 
council and whether too much empha
sis was being placed on youth fitness 
and not enough on the prevention of 
delinquent behavior of children. In an 
effort to get the youth council back to 
its original function, the committee, this 
year, deleted $37,500 which had been 
appropriated in fiscal 1959 and 1960 
for the youth fitness program. 

There are two departments under the 
new item of "Public Safety" which de
serves some comment. The first item 
is the fire department, where the com
mittee has deleted $133,000 which has 
been budgeted for the board of police 
and fire surgeons to provide medical 
services for the 3,800 District police and 
firemen. The police department also 
had $108,000 budgeted for this purpose. 
The committee could see no logical rea
son to continue this expenditure of 
almost a quarter of a million dollars to 
provide medical services to 3,800 individ
uals when the District is spending over 
$12 million a year to operate District of 
Columbia General Hospital. The com
mittee is of the opinion that the members 
of the police and fire force can receive 
just as good medical attention from the 
staff and facilities of District of Colum
bia General and, therefore, has recom
mended that the Commissioners abolish 
the part-time physician positions estab
lished for the board and to provide such 
medical services at District of Columbia 
General within the funds allowed for 
that hospital during this fiscal year. 

The police department budget con
tained a request for 110 additional po
lice officers. The committee has ap
proved 59 positions, which will provide 
an authorized strength of 2,773, making 
the District police force second in size of 
cities of comparable population. Chief 
Murray, who, in my opinion is one of 
the best chiefs of police that we have 
had, stated to the committee-and I 
quote: 

I do not believe that additional policemen 
alone will solve the crime problem in the 
District of Columbia. 

The committee is also of the same 
opinion and has recommended for your 
consideration an increase of 59 addi
tional police officers. However, in the 
event any difficulty is experienced in 
recruiting these new officers, the Police 
Department is directed not to use any 
of these funds for a sixth day of work, 
as the Department has done in the past. 
In addition, the budget proposed an in
crease up to 50 man-dog teams for the 
Canine Corps. The committee has ap
proved the $57,000 requested for this 
purpose this year but in all candor must 
admit that it has some doubts as to the 
value of the Canine Corps in the pre
vention of crime. This sum of money 
would finance the cost of 11 additional 
foot patrolmen which should be more 
valuable in the :fight on crime as each 
dog must be accompanied by one police 
patrolman, but each police patrolman 
does not have to be accompanied by a 
police dog. 

Of major concern to any parent is the 
educational system and its philosophy 
that his children are subjected to over a 
long period of years. For the most im
portant activity in the public school 
budget, which is supervision and instruc
tion, the committee has approved an in
crease of $994,000 above the 1961 appro
priation. This increase will provide a 
total of $36,457,500 for this purpose dur
ing fiscal 1962, and will provide super
vision and instruction for the anticipated 
average daily membership of approxi-
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mately 121,000 pupils in the public 
school system during the coming school 
-year. _ 

The present superintendent of schools, 
Dr. Carl F. Hansen, has instituted a new 
concept of education during the past 
year at the Amidon School in the South
west area of Washington. The Amidon 
plan, in brief, is a return to the teaching 
of the whole class rather than groups in 
the fundamentals of education-read
ing, writing, and arithmetic. The com
mittee supports this new concept in 
teaching here in the District and as evi
dence of its support, during the hearings 
in June permitted the school system to 
obligat~ $157,000 of 1961 funds, which 
otherw1Se would have returned to the 
District Treasury on June 30, for books 
and charts to extend the Amidon plan 
to as many schools as possible. In 
its report on the bill for 1962 the com
mittee directs that not less than $128,-
000 shall be used to furnish books and 
charts to all schools not covered by the 
original allocation. The committee is of 
the opinion that the extension of the 
Amidon plan to all elementary schools 
in the District will be of inestimable 
value in the teaching of the fundamen
tal subjects of education to the District's 
elementary school population. 

The second largest increase above the 
1961 appropriation is for the Welfare 
Department. The total appropriation 
for the Department amounts to $21,816,-
500 for fiscal 1962. As the report indi
cates, the public assistance activity re
quires an increase of $1,660,000 above 
the 1961 allocation for this purpose and 
is recommended to finance a constantly 
increasing public assistance caseload. 
The total public assistance caseload has 
increased approximately 50 percent since 
fiscal 1956 from 8,230 cases to an esti
mated 12,400 cases in fiscal 1961. Pages 
866 and 867 of the hearings contain 
tables which give the average monthly 
grant by category of aid, and a compari
son of the District grant with selected 
cities of the United States and with 
adjacent jurisdictions in the metropoli
tan area. 

The committee has consolidated into 
one item the six items that were carried 
in prior bills for capital outlay. The 
COf:Uinittee has recommended an appro
priation of $41,778,900 for this purpose 
m fiscal year 1962. This is a reduction 
of $19,096,288 in the budget estimates 
and a decrease of $5,038,900 below the 
1961 appropriation for this purpose. 
Pages 13, 14, and 15 of the report con
tain a detailed list of all projects in the 
capital outlay budget and the commit
tee's recommendation in each instance 
The major reduction in this item is th~ 
request of $12,925,000 for consolidation 
of the three main buildings at District 
of Columbia General Hospital :tnd to 
reha:bmtate the mechanical and utility 
services at the same hospital. The com
mittee was reluctant to delete this proj
ect but in view of the limited funds 
available to the District the committee 
has deferred this item to a future budget. 
There are, of course, a number of other 
red~ctions in the capital outlay budget 
which add up to approximately $6,171,-
000. Most of these reductions are de-

tailed in the narrative on pages 15 and 
16 of the report. . 

This is a rather brief statement to ex
plain the committee's action on a bill 
whi~h provides funds for the fiscal op
eration of a city which is, in effect, our 
home for the major part of each year. 

I think the committee has presented 
to you for your consideration a fair and 
adequate bill and the committee urges 
your support of it. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I want to commend 
~he gentleman for what I think is a good 
JOb he has done on this bill, and I want 
to thank him particularly for including 
funds in here to permit a 50-man-dog 
team. I made a statement before the 
committee requesting that the Canine 
Corps be increased. I had some very 
interesting :figures and facts about what 
these dogs have accomplished here in 
the city. This information I received 
from Chief Murray. You will find that 
statement on page 1147 of the hearings. 

Mr. RABAUT. I remember well the 
gentleman's statement before the 
committee. 

Mr. ANDREWS. In my opinion, we 
get a lot for what we spend on these 
dogs, and I want to thank the gentle
man for his splendid work. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RABAUT. I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I want to congrat
ulate the gentleman from Michigan and 
the members of his committee for the 
fine work they did in connection with 
this appropriation bill covering the Dis
trict. of Columbia. I know the gentle
man's committee worked days and days 
to reduce the operating expenses of the 
District Government. Every Member of 
this House owes the gentleman a debt 
of gratitude for the fine work he has 
done. I wonder if the gentleman and 
his committee received any encourage
ment from the businessmen of the Dis
trict of Columbia, the Board of Trade 
and newspapers for reducing these ex
penses in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. RABAUT. Anyone who reads the 
newspapers knows that the subcommit
tee is criticized from time to time but 
this year I think the papers hav~ re
garded our bill as a nice one. But the 
specific answer to the gentleman's ques
tion is "No." 

Mr. McMILLAN. The gentleman and 
his committee did a good job in cutting 
almost $30 million from a close budget. 
You have increased the Federal pay
.ment from $25 million to $30 million. 
I think that is the proper thing to do 
because this House passed the pay rais~ 
bill here which came from the Commit
tee on Civil Service and did not come out 
of the House District Committee. So, 
the Congress itself is responsible. 

Mr. RABAUT. The gentleman is 
absolutely right. That is one of the 
many factors on which we predicated our 
increase. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I certainly want to 
thank the gentleman. I notice you do 
not have any item in here concerning 

studies in connection with the Washing
ton Parking Agency. 

Mr. RABAUT. No. There is no such 
item in the bill and, further, no request 
was made to us for such studies. 

Mr. McMILLAN. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man~ I yield myself such time as I may 
reqmre. . 

Mr. Chairman, as the very able chair
~an of the subcommittee has said, this 
IS the. s~vent~ Distlict of Columbia ap
propnatwn bill which he has handled. 
It Is also the third one which I have 
helped him handle. I know that most 
Members prefer that other Members not 
throw indiscriminate bouquets at each 
other, but I would find it very dimcult to 
talk on this bill without paying my per
sonal respects to our fine chairman, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. RABAUT]. 
Not only is he sound as far as his ap
proach to the problem is concerned but 
he is also kind and very considerate to 
those who work with him. It has been 
a rewarding experience for me to work 
with J;tim on these three bills, and I hope 
we Will be working together for many 
years in the future. 
~r: Chairman, as has been indicated, 

this Is a reduction in the budget esti
~ate C?f some $24 million. Even so, this 
Is a higher appropriation than was ap
proved last year by some $3,721,000. 

The problems of the District of Co
lumbia are manifold; they are varied 
an~ t~ey are .Pressing. This is a city 
wh1ch IS changmg very rapidly. Because 
it i~ the Nation's Capital, it has problems 
whiCh no other city in the country has. 
It has requests for funds for activities 
which probably would not be found in 
any other city. Also, it must be recalled 
that this city is not a municipal corpo
ration. This is a district authorized by 
th~ C~mstitution of the United States. 
This IS not a municipal corporation 
which can borrow money. The only 
m?ney that can be borrowed by the Dis
tnct of Columbia is money it borrows 
from the Federal Government. Since 
there is no corporate entity, naturally 
there is no possibility of the issuance of 
any bonds other than evidences of in
debtedness which are given by the Dis
trict to the Federal Government under 
the borrowing program. Also, this is a 
unique situation in that the District of 
Columbia provides facilities which would 
ordinarily be provided not only by a city 
but also by a county and by a State and 
therefore in considering the expenditures 
which are appropriated, in considering 
revenues which are available to meet 
those expenditures, these facts must be 
borne in mind. 

Now, to go to some specifics in the bill 
it will be noted on page 6 of the report 
that the committee has deleted $12 mil
lion, approximately, for construction at 
the District of Columbia General Hospi
tal. This has been done mainly because 
we are in the process of eXPerimenting 
with new hospital construction in other 
parts of the country and it is felt that 
perhaps we will learn enough so that this 
particular hospital can be renovated to 
be a lower cost hospital than it now is. 
It is a high-cost hospital. The needs of 
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the District of Columbia are great, but 
it is felt that for the time being it would 
be better to have the facilities which are 
now available, with the hope that in the 
future better facilities cari be provided 
which will be more efficient and cost less 
money. 

The able chairman of the committee, 
the distinguished gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. RABAUT], has mentioned the 
Amidon plan. I might say that as in 
practically everything, there is unani
mous agreement among the members of 
the subcommittee that the Amidon plan 
is working and should be expanded. We 
have provided the funds, we believe, to 
do just exactly that. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I can also 
safely say that the experiment known as 
the Amidon plan has gone on long 
enough and far enough so that some of 
the other educational systems in the 
United States might well take a look at 
it with the idea of adapting all or part 
of its features to their own problems. 

I might also mention in passing a plan 
which I hope will be known in the future 
as the "Rabaut plan" because he is the 
person who provided the impetus which 
caused it to be set up. This is a plan 
under which women who are unwed, with 
children, are able to live in cooperative 
habitations. They get together in one 
domicile and help each other. They help 
each other with jobs babysitting, and 
the like, and they are able by doing this 
to make the money which they get go 
further and to provide a better life for 
themselves and their children. It is a 
humane plan. It is a sensible plan. It is 
working, and the chairman of this com
mittee certainly deserves great credit 
for it. 

The Metropolitan Police force is a fine 
police force. I feel that in allowing 59 
out of the requested 110 additional of
ficers we have probably allowed as many 
positions as can be filled at the present 
time with the recruiting of officers at 
the level it now is. Also, I am pleased 
to join with the chairman in announcing 
that we have financed 50 man-dog teams 
of the K-9 Corps. This particular 
method of police work does seem to be 
working, and it does seem to be having 
the effect of reducing the cost of policing 
for the area. 

It will also be noted on page 9 that 
in the Recreation Department we have 
provided for three additional roving lead
er positions. A roving leader is an adult 
who travels around in the areas in which 
young people congregate. He becomes 
friendly with the young people with the 
idea of helping them to spend their spare 
time in a more wholesome manner, per
haps, than they have in the past. The 
roving leader program has done more to 
control the problem of juvenile delin
quency in the District of Columbia than 
any other single item of the budget. 
Three additional roving leader positions 
will make this program even more ef
fective than it now is. 

Mr. Chairman, this is another program 
which has been instituted during the 
time that the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. RABAUTJ has been chairman of this 
committee, which deserves comment, 

and it certainly deserves emulation in 
other parts of the country. 

In giving credit to the subcommittee 
of the Appropriations Committee on the 
District of Columbia for many of these 
items, I certainly do not intend in any 
way to take any credit away from the 
very hard working and able members of 
the Legislative Committee of the District 
of Columbia. I used to feel, Mr. Chair
man, before I became interested in this 
type of work, that the District of Colum
bia was a stepchild of the Congress, and 
that actually very few people spent much 
time thinking about its problems. This 
is not the situation. .The chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee, and its members, and the 
chairman and members of the legislative 
committee, work hard and effectively on 
these problems. I think they do a very 
creditable job of solving them, with the 
help, of course, of many honest, sincere, 
and dedicated people in the District 
Government itself. 

Another matter worthy of comment 
appears on page 16 of the report. This 
is under the item "National Zoological 
Park." It sets forth the fact that at 
long last the District of Columbia is 
being relieved of a responsibility of 
which it should have been relieved many 
years prior to this time. This is the con
struction of buildings in the National 
Zoological Park. This is a Washington 
park, but, in the larger sense, this is a 
zoo which belongs to the United States. 
With tourism as it is, with so many peo
ple coming into this Nation's Capital, so 
many people looking at the zoo, and the 
needs which are present there, it seems 
to me eminently fair that the Smith
sonian Institution take on itself the job 
of building whatever buildings are 
needed in the zoo. This institution has 
now announced that it will take on this 
job. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BOW. May I say to the gentle
man on the question of the zoo that I am 
a regent of the Smithsonian Institution. 
I for one am very much in favor of the 
Smithsonian's taking on all of the capi
tal improvements in the zoo. It is long 
past due. It should have been done long 
ago. I do not think it should be the 
responsibility of the District of Colum
bia to take care of the capital improve
ments. I think the zoo is more than a 
local zoo for the District of Columbia. 
Certainly it is a zoo for the entire Nation. 
Our surveys indicate that the visitors to 
the zoo are from the entire country. I 
would say to the gentleman that I hope 
we can have the cooperation of his com
mittee and of the House in beginning to 
make proper repairs on buildings, and do 
it directly through the Smithsonian 
Institution rather than through this 
bill. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I thank the 
gentleman for his always fine contribu
tion. I assure him that the members of 
the Subcommittee on the District of Co
lumbia are in accordance with the senti
ments which he has expressed. As far 

as the maintenance and operation of the 
zoo is concerned, this will still be the 
responsibility of the District of Colum
bia. 

Mr. Chairman, I know of no great dis
satisfaction with this bill. I think it is 
a good bill. I realize that there are items 
which were not allowed which many peo
ple think · should be allowed. I am 
equally sure there are some items in here 
which many people do not believe should 
appear. 

In closing I would just like to point 
out one other situation which we · have 
taken into account. That concerns the 
Hine Junior High School. The Hine 
Junior High School is housed in an old 
building which some 2 years ago caught 
on fire, and a large part which was 
burned has not yet been repaired. This 
is a school which has been the victim of 
a disagreement between the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia 
and the District Commissioners. It has 
been felt by the one that the building 
should be repaired and renovated; per
haps rebuilt. I understand it has been 
the feeling of the Commissioners that 
this should not be done, but instead the 
school building should be closed and the 
students divided among other school 
districts. 

In the report we have recommended 
that the Board of Education consider 
very strongly the possibility of redis
tributing the pupils who now attend the 

· Hine Junior High School in the hope tbat 
·they can ·be transferred. We recommend 
that a facility which is now -in the Ran
dall Junior High School, taking up about 
300 pupil places, be transferred instead 
to the newest portion of the Hine Junior 
High School. We feel this would be a 
very good solution to the problem. We 
hope it will be effected by the District 
Commissioners and the Board of Edu
cation. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chailman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman spoke of 
the roving youth leaders or people with 
some such title as that; is that correct? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GROSS. Has the committee 
given consideration to roving adult lead
ers to help stem some of the lawlessness 
with which this city is plagued or are we 
to rely uP<>n the police and police dogs 
to suppress the violence which takes 
place? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I suppose 
the gentleman from Iowa has as good an 
answer to that as the gentleman from 
Arizona. I do not know whether any 
person could rove hard enough and fast 
enough to handle the problem mentione.d 
by the able gentleman from Iowa. · 

Mr. GROSS. Those responsible do 
not seem to be stemming the lawlessness 
at an appreciable rate. I wonder what 
the solution is. Perhaps, it is to be found 
in the appointment of the latest member 
of the Board of Commissioners, a man 
by the name of Duncan. Do you sup
pose that he can be effective in sup-
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pressing this lawlessness or . at least 
putting down some of it? 

MF. RHODES of Arizona. I am very 
sure that the gentleman who has been 
appointed, mentioned by the gentleman 
from Iowa, has that intention and is, 
certainly, eager to bring about the ·result 
mentioned by the gentleman from Iowa. 
Also, I am sure this problem is not likely 
to be solved by any one individual. This 
is a problem which I think illustrates 
the fact that there is no substitute for 
home training, and there is no substitute 
for the influence of our churches and 
our other institutions which guard the 
public morals. I doubt very much that 
the number of police we have allowed in 
this bill can in itself solve the problem 
mentioned by the gentleman from Iowa. 
Books have been written on this. I cer
tainly do not intend to pose as an expert 
on the subject. I feel, however, that 
there is a need in this District of Co
lumbia for great amounts of leadership, 
in this as well a~ in many other 
directions. 

Mr. GROSS. Perhaps, then, the 
answer is that instead of assembling the 
Army and the NaVY and the Marine 
Corps down at Mount Vernon for social 
occasions such as last night, these forces 
might be used to put down some of the 
rapes and other lawlessness that occur 
in the District. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I hope that 
that would not be necessary. 

Mr. GROSS. I do not seriously advo
cate the use of military force for such 
purpose at this time, although I am sure 
military personnel and equipment can 
be put to better use than carrying out 
an expensive extravaganza such as was 
staged last night. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. COLLIER. When was the Hine 
Junior High School built approxi
mately? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The origi
nal part was constructed back some
where around the turn of the century. 

Mr. COLLIER. Will this necessitate 
expansion programs at the high schools 
to which these students will be trans
ferred? Will this necessitate a building 
expansion program in those high schools 
to which they will be transferred or can 
they be handled by the present facili
ties? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. It is the 
feeling of the committee that this trans
fer will not necessitate additional con
struction in the schools which are sur
rounding the Hine Junior High School 
.area. The pupil population in these 
schools appear to be at a level which 
would allow the schools to absorb fur
ther pupils from the Hine Junior High 
School. 

Mr. DURNO. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DURNO. I am very much con
cerned about the illegitimate birth rate 
here in the District of Columbia. I no
tice that from one year to the next there 

is little difference in the birth rate. It 
is, of course, as we all know, an astound
ing birth rate. It costs money to take 
care of these illegitimate pregnancies, 
and it also takes a lot of money to take 
care of the aid to the dependent chil
dren program that follows these preg
nancies. I am wondering if this com
mittee is doing anything toward trying 
to cut down on that rate? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The gentle
man from Oregon is a very outstanding 
member of the medical profession as well 
as a very able Member of Congress, I 
do not know of any profession which is 
more interested in the subject which the 
gentleman mentioned than the medical 
profession. Also, I feel rather certain 
that nobody is going to come up with a 
pat answer to the problem. There was 
a suggestion made to the committee that 
any person with two illegitimate children 
should be denied welfare payments. The 
chairman of this subcommittee, and I 
think properly, stated it was not our busi
ness nor was it our desire to penalize 
children, and that the denial of such 
payments would have that effect. I 
might say to the gentleman from Ore
gon, however, neither is it the desire of 
members of this subcommittee to encour
age the type of conduct which results 
in the birth of illegitimate children. 
However, I doubt that we can legislate 
this type of morality into existence. It 
can be encouraged and fostered in many 
ways, but I am sure there is no single, 
pat, answer to the problem. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I am very 
much interested in this, of course, from 
the standpoint of the Committee on 
Ways and Means where we have juris
diction of social security legislation and 
aid to dependent children. The ques
tion was asked or rather let me put it 
this way-the argument that the gen
tleman advances that we do not want to 
deny children these funds has been used 
frequently, but I think we have to think 
through this matter a little further. 

First, I would say we all agree with 
that. We do not want to deny this to 
the children, but at this point the ques
tion comes up, that we also do not want 
children to be raised in an immoral 
atmosphere. If there is a second il
legitimacy in that family, then, ob
viously, the first as well as the second 
child is going to be raised in an immoral 
atmosphere. 

The question is, Cannot the money for 
these dependent childJ::en be allocated 
for the child? Does it not follow the 
child is being put in a proper environ
ment which is moral? I would suggest 
that possibly this subcommittee could 
think along those lines, although I must 
agree that the primary job is going to 
have to be done in my own committee in 
connection with these children problems. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I think the 
gentleman from Missouri will also agree, 
in order for such a plan to be considered, 
it would take legislation. In other words, 
there is no doubt but what the welfare 

laws would have to be amended in order 
to have children removed from this en
vironment. . I certainly would commend 
this type of study to members of the 
legislative committee, even though I am 
not sure I would welcome the an
swer suggested by the gentleman from 
Missouri. Frankly, I do not know what 
the answer is, but I agree the problem 
needs great study. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. The gentle
man is correct. In fact, our problem has 
not been to set Federal standards but, 
actually, Federal standards have been 
operating in reverse for the States that 
do undertake, in their welfare programs, 
to meet this aid-to-dependent children. 
In such a fashion we do not encourage 
further illegitimacy. Those States have 
been penalized in the way we have writ
ten our Federal laws. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The gentle

man from Missouri is a great student of 
this problem, and I thank him for his 
contribution. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHER]. 

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, the 
Subcommittee on the District of Colum
bia of the Committee on Appropriations 
once again brings to the floor of the 
House for your approval the annual 
District of Columbia appropriation bill 
for the fiscal year 1962. 

It has been a pleasure serving with 
our chairman, the able and distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. RABAUT], 
and the other members of this commit
tee. 

The city of Washington is today one 
of the great cities in the world and, as 
our Capital city, it should be a model 
city in every respect. With a metro
politan area which includes a part of 
two States, four counties, two independ
ent cities and the seat of the Federal 
Government, we are subjected to prob
lems that require careful study and 
understanding. 

A city with 764,000 people. The cen
sus of 1960 shows a decrease in the pop
ulation from 802,000 in 1950 to the 
figure just mentioned. 

A city with 139,908 schoolchildren; 
120,774 are in the public schools. 

A city with 30,625 acres. The total 
taxable acreage of 14,324 acres is as
sessed for $2,289,058,240. Total exempt 
acreage from real estate tax in our city 
amounts to 16,031 acres. The Federal 
Government controls 13,126 acres and 
the District of Columbia 1,173 acres. 
The balance of the exempt acreage is 
owned by foreign governments, religious 
and educational organizations and by 
other groups. 

A city reporting 15,554 serious crimes 
in 1957 and 19,929 in 1960. 

The average number of cases receiv
ing public welfare assistance in 1960 
totaled 11,458. In 1961 the total will be 
in the neighborhood of 12,416. Some 
37,000 persons will receive surplus food 
in the District during the year 1961. 

Yesterday an article appeared in one 
of the local newspapers quoting the U.S. 
Public Health Service to the effect that 
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one .out of .every fi.v.e births in Washing
ton in 19~ w.as illegitimate. During the 
year 1959 total births 1n the District · 
totaled 20,41>2. 

Washington like aU Gther eities is not 
outmoded and destined to die. 'Cities 
are here to ,stay and wi.U continue to 
play a major part in our industriaJI. 
commercial, economic, and social way of 
life. A properly balanced growth and 
expansion of om· cities Is one .of the great 
domestic problems with which we are 
confronted today. 

It is about time for the city of Wa.sh
ingoon to take :a new 'look at the demands 
and dependence of other jurisdictions 
within the metropolitan area on our 
water system. We have lil.O authority to 
extend the present 10-mile square. 
Theref<>re, again I say a weaning may be 
in the offing. Those who squawk the 
loudest only eat lunch in the District. 

Abatement of pollution in the Poto
mac River and expansion of the water 
system are two of our major problems. 
General deterioration in the non-Federal 
portions of our city is one of the major 
reasons for uur present 'Condition. The 
downtown area of -our dty is deteriorat
ing, and has been ignored for a great 
number of years. We must remember 
that business and population are rapidly 
expanding in the suburbs while the level 
of income and business .activity in the 
District is considerably below suburban 
levels. 

The change in the population in our 
city has brought additional medical and 
welfare 'Obligations which are a major 
reason for our present trouble. 

We need better law enforcement in tbe 
District. W'e must realize that popula
tion trends have brought about a higher 
crime rate and more juvenile delin
quency. 

Use of appropriated funds to pay po
lice 'Officers on their day off is not good 
law enforeement. This money should 
be used to pla;ce more officers ~on the 
force as :requested. 

The police department in the District 
is wasting its time trying to enforce the 
laws when known felons with criminal 
records are found gm1ty and receive sen
tences which are not eommensurate with 
the crimes committed. Some 'Of our 
judges seem to forget that the people's 
rights in the District must be protected 
as well as those of the law violator. 

These are some of the problems eon
fronting our 'Capital City. 

In presenting the requests for fiscal 
3'ear 1962, our two new Commissioners 
have clearly demonstrated that they in
tend to do something about the prob
lems facing this city. The task force 
recently inaugurated is one example of 
a new and better system of self -analysis 
'On the pa;rt of our governing authorities, 
which should engender better relations 
between the Distriet of Columbia and 
Congress. An ·immediate cry for more 
money will not be made every time an 
emergency arlses and poor judgment and 
bad mauagement -appear. The District 
is financed out of five separate funds-a 
general fund, highway fund, motor ve· 
hicle parking fund, water fund, and a 
sanitacy sewage fund. 

The Federal payment in the District 
for 1924 to 1961 has ranged from $4,539,-

29'5 to .$25 million. 'Tod~ we reeommenci 
a Federal payment of $3{) million. The 
total budget in 1924 totaled ;$23,.923. 754 
and today we reeommenci a total ·of 
$26~.172,460. This is .$3,'721.,007 more 
than we appropriated for 1961 and 
$24.265;788 less than the .1962 estimates. 
We recommend $15.35&,600 for general 
operating expenses; $55~39.500 for pub
lic safety; $53,870,8(}0 ior education; 
$7;980,400 for purks and recreation; 
$62.41'1 ,5'00 tor health and welfare; 
$10.698,'.700 for highways and traffic; 
$19,647,000 for sanitary engineering; 
$1,223,000 for personal services, wage 
board employees, and $41,77,8,9{)0 for 
capital outlay. 

We recommend alil appropriation of 
$25,902,000 for the police department. 
This is $1,196,000 more than the 1961 
fiscal year. Funds are provided for 59 
more .Police officers. The amount ap
propriated provides for a total of 2,773 
policemen. This is an adequate force 
for a city the size of Washington. 

Today we rec'Ommend the sum of $53,-
870,800 for the schools ,of the District. 
In 1957 the .sum of $33,676,750 was ap
propriated for our schools. 

In 1960 the sum of $17,370,000 was 
appropriated for Public Welfare. To
day we recommend the sum of $21,-
816,500. 

For Public Health we appropriated the 
.sum of .$20,124,'500 in 1952. Today we 
recommend the sum of $38,759,973. 

Our city is rated by the Board of Un
derwriters as one of the top three cities 
in the ·united States from the standpoint 
of fire prevention. Washington, De
troit, and Los Angeles are the top three. 
This is a splendid record and Chief Sut
ton and his men are to be commended. 
For the fu:e department we recommend 
the :sum of $11.651,000 for fiscal year 
1962. 

Mr. Chairman, we carefully considered 
every request presented and the amounts 
recommended for fiscal year 1962 are 
adequate. 

Our committee recommends this bill 
to the Members of the House. 

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Chairman. will . 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NATCHlER. I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. McMILLAN. First I want to 
congratulate the gentleman from Ken
tucky Qn the fine work he has done as 
a member of the District of Columbia 
Subcommittee on Appropriations. I do 
not know of ·any man in the House wha 
has worked harder than he has or done 
a better job in trying to see that every 
dollar is spent correctly and that we 
.get a do1lar•s worth .of law enforcement 
a.nd a dollar's worth of anything else 
that is ·used in the District of Columbia 
for the dollars appropriated. The House 
has recently passed an amendment to 
the Mallory rule and to the Durham 
l'ule, and these two amendments are 
'iilOW before the other body. I think 
that the other body will pass these 
amen.dments oo that the Police Depart
ment and the other departments will. 
have better equipment tG work witb in. 
preventing -crime in the District of Co
lumbia. 

Mr. NATCHER. I thank the gentle
man for his comment. 

- Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. NATCHER. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. KYL. Will the gentleman inform 
the House as to whether or .not ,the 
Commissioners are :at this time consid
er.ing the establishment of any al!XiUary 
police force for the District? 

Mr. NATCHER. It is my understand
ing that this matter is under study at 
the present time by the Commissioners 
here in the Dlstrict of Columbia, and 
as I tmderstand !it is before the legisla
tive committee. 

Mr. KYL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentile
man from Iowa {Mil·. Gaoss.J 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, as I look 
at the figures this bill .calls for $268.-
172,400 which is some $3;721,000 above 
the figure for last year .and some $24 
million below the budget asking.. I .am 
not much -concerned with the budget 
asking because the District of Columbia 
is notorwus, along with some ~other agen
cies of the Oovernment, for their high 
asking price. 

I suppose we should be thankful for 
small favors in that this biU is only some 
$3.5 million above last year, but I would 
like to see the day when some of these 
agencies are held to the spending, or 
le-ss than the spending, of the previous 
year and shQW at least some slight signs 
of economy around here. ·1 am opposed 
to the bill as it stands. 

Mr. Chairman, w'ith respect to the bill, 
I would like a little information from the 
chairman of the committee, if I may 
have it. 

On page 4 appears this language: "tbe 
present acting captain of the Metro
politan Police in charge of the public ve
hicle unit with the rank and pay of cap
tain while so assigned." 

May I ask the chairman of the sub
committee if through this appropriation 
bill the committee is now .fixing the pay 
of the police in the District -of Columbia 
and indirectly making assignments or 
lending direction to the making of as
signments? 

Mr. RABAUT. The gentleman 'is ab
solutely <!orrect. We put in the par
ticular ianguage to which you refer at 
the specific request of the ehlef of 1>0-
Uce. 

Mr. GROSS. Why? 
Mr. RABAUT. Because he is the head 

of the department. 
Mr. GROSS. Is not the police depart

ment capable of making assignments 
and coming to Congress in the ordinary 
-and n"Ormal way with respect to pay? 

Mr. RABA'UT. These particular of
ficers are experts in their work. 

'Mr. GROSS. I have the feeling that 
this is not a proper function of a com
mittee of Congress. 

Mr. RABA UT. Similar proVISIOns 
have been in this bill for several years. 

Mr. GROSS. These same twQ people? 
Mr. RABAUT. Not the same people, 

but there h:ave been similar instances. 
The gentleman aSked if this language is 
setting a 1precedent. 

Mr. GROSS. Is this good? 
Mr. RABAUT. I think it is good or 

I would not have put it in the bill. It 
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is in the bill at the request of the chief 
of police. The language is subject to a · 
point of order and if the gentleman 
wants to make a point of order against 
it he can take it out. 

Mr. GROSS. I know it is subject to 
a point of order. I hope the gentleman 
does not challenge me to make a point of 
order, or I will be constrained to do so. 

Mr. RABAUT. I . am not challenging 
the gentleman to do anything. I say 
it is subject to a point of order. If the 
gentleman wants to take it out, he may 
do so very easily. 

Mr. GROSS. All I want to know is 
whether this sort of thing should be 
done, whether an appropriations com
mittee of Congress should be making 
assignments in the police department 
and setting salaries in the police depart
ment. 

Mr. RABAUT. I have answered that 
already. We were doing it at the request 
of the chief of police. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield. 
Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I think the 

main reason for this wording is that the 
particular positions described should 
have this rank, but there is some feeling 
that the individuals who hold these posi
tions should have the rank while they 
hold them but the rank should not be 
an individual thing. In other words, 
sometimes you appoint people who are 
specialists in a particular line to a rank 
which they hold as long as they have the 
particular position, but if they should 
leave the position perhaps their training 
and abilities are not general enough to 
hold the position in all areas in which a 
captain operates. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from 
Arizona does not feel that a continua
tion of this policy will in any way affect 
morale in the police department? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. No, abso
lutely not. 

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman thinks 
this language is good language and 
should be in the bill? 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. That is 
correct. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 
Now I want to turn to page 3, line 16, 

"aid in the support of the Greater Na
tional Capital Committee of the Metro
politan Washington Board of Trade." 

Do I correctly understand that there is 
$50,000 included in this $15,356,000 for 
the promotion of tourism to the National 
Capital? Is that what this is? 

Mr. RABAUT. I would like to explain 
this language, if I may. 

Mr. GROSS. I would be glad to hear 
it. That is why I secured time. 

Mr. RABAUT. This particular pro
gram brings the tourist trade to Wash
ington and that trade spends about $1 
million a day. The Board of Trade has 
committed itself to raise $250,000 before 
this $50,000 of District money is made 
available to them. This money is "fish
ing'' money that brings in about $1 mil
lion a day. If we do not bring this 
money into the District of Columbia 
through this and other District of Co
lumbia activit:!.es, you cA.n bring the 
money in through a tax upon the States 
of the Union for the extra money that 

will be lost. The Federal payment is up 
to $30 million now, due to the action of 
this House. If you want to strike this 
language, it is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I am well aware of 
that. 

Mr. RABAUT. It is subject to a point 
of order, but if you take this expense 
off the District of Columbia, you put the 
extra expense-not $50,000 but, perhaps, 
more upon the States of the Union. Of 
course, that is a decision for the gentle
man from Iowa to make. 

Mr. GROSS. The explanation is a 
little hard for me to follow because the 
$50,000, at least in part, is coming out 
of the pockets of the taxpayers of the 
State of Iowa as well as Michigan and 
every other State. 

Mr. RABAUT. This is $50,000 out of 
the funds available to the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle
man this question. Have you got $50,000 
for the Waterloo, Iowa, Chamber of 
Commerce to promote tourists to come 
to that city? 

Mr. RABAUT. The city of Waterloo 
and the city of Detroit are not in the 
same position as Washington, D.C. 

Mr. GROSS. Has the gentleman ever 
had any difficulty in getting a hotel room 
for a constituent who wants to come 
down here on business? I have had 
such trouble, and if the gentleman from 
Michigan has not had, then he has had 
an unusual experience. 

Mr. RABA UT. I will give you the 
name of the gentleman who is in charge 
of the tourist bureau and he can take 
care of you. 

Mr. GROSS. What is that? 
Mr. RABAUT. I will give you the name 

of the gentleman in charge of the tour
ist bureau, and he will take care of you 
in the future·. 

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle
man, I cannot think of anything any 
more nonsensical than this business of 
giving $50,000 to the Washington Board 
of Trade to promote tourists to come to 
the National Capital. 

Mr. RABAUT. We are permitting the 
District to spend $50,000 of their own 
money. They cannot spend their own 
money without thA consent of this 
Congress. 

Mr. GROSS. I am still unable to fol
low the financial sleight of hand by 
which, the gentleman just tried to explain 
this to me, and I just cannot see making 
available $50,000 of money collected 
from the taxpayers of the District of 
Columbia and elsewhere to be handed 
over to the Washington Board of Trade 
to entice tourists to come to this city. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to my friend from 
Missouri. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Did I under
stand the gentleman from Michigan to 
say that this Congress had to give the 
Washington Board of Trade permission 
to spend their $250,000? 

Mr. RABAUT. I did not say that at 
all. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. That is what 
I understood the gentleman to say. 

Mr. RABAUT. I said the Washington 
Board of Trade raised the sum of $230,-

000 last year. I said to them that if they 
would boost this to $250,000, we would 
agree to the request of the District gov
ernment to give them $50,000 out of 
their funds to do further good work in 
bringing tourists to Washington. So, 
in effect we raised their own contribu
tion from $230,000 to $250,000 and then, 
and only then, the District government 
could transfer the $50,000 to the Board 
of Trade. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. What do you 
mean when you say this is their own 
money? 

Mr. RABAUT. After they had raised 
$250,000, then the District government 
could spend $50,000 of their own money. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I want to get 
one thing straight. You said that they 
are spending $50,000 of their own money. 
If I understand correctly, that $50,000 
is going to come out of this $30 million 
that we are appropriating. 

Mr. RABAUT. If you can identify 
that $50,000, you would be pretty good. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I am not go
ing to try to identify it. I am taking it 
for granted that any money they spend 
on these extracurricular activities is 
coming out of the $30 million that the 
Congress is appropriating, which money 
comes from the taxpayers of my district 
and from the taxpayers of every other 
district in the country. If you do not 
reduce that amount, I am going to vote 
against the bill and I will have more to 
say about that when we get under the 
5-minute rule. 

Mr. RABAUT. If I may answer the 
gentleman, you cannot identify where 
the Federal payment of $30 million is 
going to be spent. The $30 million in a 
Federal grant goes into the whole rev
enue picture. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I can iden
tify the $30 million. 

Mr. RABAUT. So can I and so can 
everybody else-it is a big figure. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I think any 
time I offer an amendment to reduce 
some of these amounts it is going to come 
out of that $30 million. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Iowa has again expired. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman from Iowa 5 additional 
minutes, and ask the gentleman to yield 
tome. 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. RABA UT. I said to the repre
sentative of the Board of Trade: If you 
raise your contribution to $250,000 the 
committee will take under consideration 
the transfer of $50,000 of District funds 
which will bring your total program to 
$300,000 per year. The program now 
brings in $1 million a day, and they 
think they can do much better. They 
plan to do more during the winter 
months by concentrating their efforts 
for that purpose. I thought it was a 
good investment. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Let me ask 
the gentleman another question; he says 
they are bringing in $1 million a day. 
Who is the beneficiary of that $1 mil
lion? 

Mr. RABAUT. The District of Co
lumbia. 
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Mr. JONES of Missouri. Oh, now, 
the gentleman surely is not that naive, 
to believe it goes to the District of Co
lumbia. 

Mr. RABAUT. The District gets a 
part of it in increased t-axpayments. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. But they 
take very little. The hotels and busi
ness people are the ones who get the 
lion's share of it. 

Mr. RABAUT. The Board of Trade 
is the only body that has ever done any
thing about it. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I appreciate 
the fine work the gentleman is doing 
but J: think they .are hoodwinking you. 
They have -come before you every year 
and said they were going to raise taxes. 
They started out years ago with a rate 
of $2.10. They have now got it to $2.30 
and now they say they are going to raise 
it to $2.50, and even if they do the taxes 
will still be less than they are in my 
district. Until they assess a proper 
share of the burden against the District 
of Columbia I ani going to vote against 
giving them a dime. 

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle
man from Michigan: If there is this 
kind of money available, and the ~ham
ber of commerce out in Waterloo, Iowa, 
raised a budget of a few thousand dol
lars to promote tourism, would the Fed
eral Government get into the picture for 
additional funds for that city.? 

Mr. RABAUT. Does the gentleman 
want to appear before the committee 
for that purpose? 
Mr~ GROSS. No, I cer-tainly do not, 

and the gentleman knows l would not 
do so. But the same principle applies. 

Mr. RABAUT. If you want to come 
before the committee we will be glad to 
give your request every consideration. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentle
man from Arizona. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. There is no 
doubt, of course, 'but what one-tenth of 
this $50,000 comes from the Federal 
Treasury any way you take it, because 
you have a $30 million Federal contribu
tion to a $297 million District appropria
tion bill, so that is $5,000 that comes out 
of the Federal Treasury and $45,000 
from the District of Columbia. 

I do not know whether Waterloo, 
Iowa, does this or not; I do know that 
Mesa, Ariz., from its city budget gives 
money to the chamber of commerce for 
the purpose of promoting tourism, or 
whatever you want to call it. They are 
allowed by the laws of Arizona to give a 
certain amount of money per capita for 
each dollar .of assessed valuation. This 
is not entirely a District contribution as 
appears on the face of it to promote 
tourism, but they actually get $5,000 of 
Federal money. If the gentleman wants 
to offer an amendment to strike out 
$5,000, I shall be glad to support him. 

Mr. GROSS. I will offer an amend
ment to cut the $50,000 outuf thebill be
cause I cannot see any reason why there 
should be any -money, in any amount, 
expended out of Federal :or District tax 
funds to promote tourism in the Nation•s 
Capital. I do not think it is at all 
needed. If I thought it was I would not 
argue against it. 

Mr. RHODES 'Of Arizona. Looking 
around the Capito! Building here and 
seeing those who are visiting, J: some
times wonder Just how much more pro
motion ts needed. At the same time tbis 
$45~000 is money which belongs to these 
people, and it might be if they want it 
we should allow it. 

Mr. GROSS. Then they had better 
take the $45,000 of District of Columbia 
money and improve some of the streets 
that are in bad condition as a result 
of last winter. It would be ·better spent 
there than as provided in this bill. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. VANIK]. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Ch.airman, I want 
to commend the chairman [Mr. RABAUTJ, 
and the members of the committee on 
their very thorough study of the Dis
trict's appropriations. 

I take this time to express my con
cern over the work of the Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Commission 
which has appropriations in this bill. 
The alleged purposes of the Commission 
are commendable and there certainly is 
need for a ~entralization of the regula
tion of interstate transport in this metro
politan area. 

It does not appear, however, that the 
Commission has a full awareness of its 
responsibility to the public. Several 
weel{S ago the Commission disapproved 
a low bid for Federal Government bus 
transportation between the State De
partment and its Foreign Service School 
in Arlington, Va., on the basis that 
another carrier served the area, and 
therefore received the bid, higher costs 
notwithstanding. This very action over
looked the competitive bidding pro
cedure. If only one carrier could bid for 
this service, why go through the hoax 
of competitive bidding? 

Yesterday the Commission granted a 
20-percent increase in the limousine 
transportation fares between the airport 
and the District, increasing these rates 
to $1.45 for a 5-mile ride between the 
District and the airport. This price in
crease makes this the most expensive 
airport transport ride in America. It 
is almost twice the cost of airport trans
portation between LaGuardia and Idle
w1ld field and the New York City termi
nal. In my city of Cleveland the airport 
travel distance is under 12 miles, the 
fare is $1.35, which includes a 5-cent city 
franchise charge and 10 cents in Federal 
excise tax, which is not paid on trans
portation between the airport and the 
District. Why should Washington rates 
be twice as much for half the distance 
with heavier volume? 

Just a few minutes ago we were talk
ing about appropriating money to en
courage travel to this community, and 
here we witness this new Commission 
going around and raising the cost of this 
ride to a preposterous level, an increase 
which is not justified. 

The increase in the cost of this service 
to $1.45 is an outrage. The franchise 
should be probed and it should be re
submitted for competitive bidding. At 
these prices, someone stands to make a 
sweet profit on air travelers to the Na
tion•s Capital. 

The Transit Commission must recog
nize its 'Obligations to the traveling pub
lic as well as to the local citizens. It 
!Should. consider the establishment of 
more frequent public bus service to and 
from tfl.e airport, so that the airr>ort com
plex is brought within the reach-of every
one at low cost. By legislative compact 
and by law, the Metropolitan Area 
Transit Commission has tremendous 
powers to fix and regulate local trans
portation ·service and local transporta
tion charges. The Commission has a 
vital public trust and should be obliged 
to repres·ent primarily the interests of 
the traveling public. Insofar as it fails 
to discharge this mission, it seriously 
jeopardizes its newly gained authority. 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair
man, we have no further requests for 
time. 

Mr. RABAUT. Neither do we~ Mr. 
Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur

ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

General operating expenses, plus so much 
as may be necessary to compensate the Engi
neer Commissioner at a rat~ equal to each 
ci-vilian member of the "Board of Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia, hereafter 
in this Act referred to as the Commission
ers; aid in the support of the Greater Na
tional Capital Committee of the Metropolitan 
Washington Board of Trade; $15,356,600, of 
which $230,000 (to remain available until 
expended) 'Shall be available solely for Dts
trlct of Columbia employees' disabillty com
pensation and $113,000 shall be payable 
from the highway fund, $23,900 irom the 
water tund, $6~400 from the sanitary sewage 
works fund, and $48,000 from the motor 
vehicle parking fund: Provided, T.hat the 
certificate of the Commissioners shall be 
sufficient voucher for the expenditure of 
$2,500 of this appropriation for such pur
poses, exclusive of ceremony expenses, as 
they may deem necessary. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the language 
on page 3, line 16, "aid in the .support of 
the Greater National Capital Committee 
of tbe Metropolitan Board of Trade." I 
make the point of order that the lan
guage is legislation on an appropriation 
bill. 

The · CHAffiMAN. Does the gentle
man from Michigan desire to be heard on 
the point of order? 

Mr. RABAUT. I .concede the point 
of order, Mr. Chairman. I say that the 
gentleman wants to put the debt on the 
state of the Union rather than the Dis
trict of Columbia, and I offer an amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan concedes the point of 
order and the Chair sustains the point of 
order. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. RABAUT: On 

page 3, line 18, strike out "$15,356,600" and 
insert "$15,306,600". 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows~ 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

For Teimbursement to the United States of 
funds loaned in compliance With section 4 
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of the Act of May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482), as 
amended, the Act of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 
896), as amended, the Act of May 14, 1948 
(62 Stat. 235), and section 108 of the Act of 
May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 103), including in
terest as required thereby; construction proj
ects as authorized by the Acts of April 22, 
1904 (33 Stat. 244), February 16, 1942 (56 
Stat. 91), May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 105, 110), 
June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183), and August 20, 
1958 (72 Stat. 686); including acquisition of 
sites; preparation of plans and specifications 
for the following buildings and facilities: 
Garrison Elementary School replacement, 
elementary school in the vicinity of Fifty
third and C Streets Southeast, Palisades 
Branch Library, replacement of Third Pre
cinct station house, and National Zoological 
Park; for conducting the following prelimi
nary surveys; electrical improvements at the 
Lorton Reservation; erection of the following 
structures, including building improvement 
and alteration and the treatment of grounds: 
Bancroft Elementary School addition, Wood
ridge Elementary School completion, Davis 
Elementary School addition, Evans Junior 
High School, elementary school in the vicin
ity of Eleventh and Clifton Streets North
west, warehouse and shops for the Recrea
tion Department, replacement of the dormi
tories for resident physicians and interns at 
the District of Columbia General Hospital, 
educational center replacement at the Re
formatory, children's cottage at the Junior 
Village, chapel at the District Training 
School, and replacement of dormitories at 
the District of Columbia Village; $302,000 for 
purchase of equipment for new school build
ings; to remain available until expended, 
$41,778,900, of which $5,625,000 shall not be
come available for expenditure until July 1, 
1962, $6,500,000 shall be payable from the 
highway fund, $2,840,359 shall be payable 
from the water fund, $9,775,000 shall be pay
able from the sanitary sewage works fund, 
and $710,000 shall be available for construc
tion services by the Director of Buildings and 
Grounds or by contract for architectural en
gineering services, as may be determined by 
the Commissioners, and the funds for the use 
of the Director of Buildings and Grounds 
shall be advanced to the appropriation ac
count, "Construction services, Department of 
Buildings and Grounds": Provided, That not 
to exceed $105,000 of funds heretofore appro
priated under the heading "Capital Outlay, 
Public Building Construction", 1960, shall be 
available for the preparation of plans and 
specifications and the beginning of construc
tion of a structure to replace the Thirteenth 
Police Precinct station house. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, they are going so fast here it is 
impossible to keep up. A parliamen
tary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Will I have 
an opportunity to offer .some amend
ments to some of these items which the 
Clerk has already passed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
to the gentleman that he cannot return 
to a section for the purpose of offering 
an amendment. The gentleman may 
offer an amendment after the conclu
sion of the reading of each paragraph. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. TABER. Is it not a fact that the 
gentleman might return to these items 
by unanimous consent? 

The CHAIRMAN. By unanimous con
sent. 

Mr. TABER. I suggest to the gentle
man that he try that. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I-want to say 
to the gentleman that I thank him for 
his cooperation, but we have been going 
so fast here, it is impossible to keep up. 
I understand what we are trying to do is 
to get this through pretty quick, but we 
are reading only three or four words in 
every section. That is common practice, 
but we are going too fast here. We do 
not have an opportunity to ask any ques
tions that way about this bill. What I 
want to know is, Do I wait until he gets 
through these sections? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
seek recognition at the conclusion of the 
reading of each paragraph. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to in
quire of the chairman of the committee 
about the appropriation recommended 
for the Public Library. The committee 
recommends an appropriation of 
$3,030,000, and, according to the report, 
that is an increase of $228,000 over the 
amount appropriated for the fiscal year 
1961. The report says that a majority 
of the increase is to fund the full-year 
cost of two new branch libraries. Where 
do I find that in the bill? The commit
tee has rewTitten the bill, changed the 
format of it, and I am trying to locate 
where this item is in the bill. To which 
figure shall I address myself? 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, is the 
gentleman talking about the report or 
the bill? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I want to 
know where the item for the Public Li
brary is in the bill, this particular item 
of $228,000. 

Mr. RABAUT. That comes under the 
item called General Operating Expenses; 
page 3, line 18. The figure is $15,356,600. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. That refers 
to the Washington Board of Trade, 
$15,356,600, which has been amended by 
the committee. 

Mr. RABAUT. The figure the gentle
man just quoted includes fw1ds for the 
Library. 

Mr. JONES of Missow·i. Mr. Chair
man, the point I want to make is this: 
In Missouri it is customary for public 
libraries to be supported by specific 
taxes. In other words, in my home city, 
and in my home county, the people tax 
themselves if they want a library. Has 
the committee explored the feasibility of 
the people of the District of Columbia 
financing their libraries by a specific 1i
brary tax? 

Mr. RABAUT. That is a matter of 
legislation which should go to the ap
propriate legislative committee. The 
Committee on Appropriations would have 
nothir:g to do with that matter. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. As far as the 
gentleman knows, there has been no dis
cussion about that? 

Mr. RABAUT. I do not know of any 
discussion about it. 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. This is just 
one instance of several where I think if 
the people of the District of Columbia 
want to enjoy certain privileges, such 
as libraries, parks, or recreation, they 
should have the privilege and responsi
bility of voting for those services and 

also the privilege of approving taxes to 
pay for them. 

Mr. RABAUT. Why does not the gen
tleman suggest the Missouri system to 
the proper legislative committee? 

Mr. JONES of Missouri. The reason 
I do not do that is because the Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia have 
the authority now to do these things. 
The Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia have the authority to set the 
tax rate. For the past several years I 
have read in the reports that the District 
Commissioners are always promising 
that they are going to look into the 
matter of increasing the local tax rate. 
When I came to Congress in 1949, I think 
the local tax rate was $2.10. 

Furthermore, the local tax rate at that 
time in my home community was close 
to $7. In my home community we as
sessed on approximately 30 percent of 
valuation, whereas the assessment in 
the District of Columbia at that time 
was approximately 50 percent. The 
people in the District of Columbia have 
never paid their fair share of the taxes. 
They have looked to the Federal Govern
ment and to the Federal contribution 
for taking care of all of the facilities 
that in other communities are financed 
out of special tax levies. That is why 
I am going to vote against the entire 
bill. While I agree that the Federal 
Government has a responsibility, I feel 
that the contribution approved by Con
gress should be in proportion to the 
responsibility accepted by the taxpay
ers in the District of Columbia, and on 
the basis of the present assessment 
should be not less than $3, as compared 
with the $2.30 which is presently levied. 
It will be interesting to see to what ex
tent the District Commissioners fulfill 
the commitment they have made to this 
committee. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Chairman, I ex

pect to vote for the appropriation bill 
for the District of Columbia but I have 
reservations on certain points. One of 
these is so compelling that I feel obliged 
to make a special note of it. The sum 
of $103,000 and $108,000 have been 
stricken from the budgets of the fire 
and police departments respectively. 
This virtually terminate the operations 
of the Board of Police and Fire Sur
geons. 

The committee comments that the 
District spent $12 million in 1961 to 
operate the District of Columbia Gen
eral Hospital and $12.5 million is being 
appropriated for this purpose in fiscal 
year 1962. It is implied that this sum 
is sufficient for hospitalization and 
medical treatment of police and fire de
partment personnel. 

With due respect to the committee, I 
think that this is an assumption that 
may have serious consequences in the 
District of Columbia. It can affect the 
operation of District of Columbia Gen
eral Hospital and it can have a real 
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impact on the morale of the police and 
fire departments. 

If this budget cut is made, we shall 
create an immediate responsibility to 
set up new administrative procedures to 
take over the duties that have been dis
charged in the past by the Board of 
Police and Fire Surgeons. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of 
the bill. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise andre
port the bill back to the House with an 
amendment, with the recommendation 
that the amendment be agreed to and 
that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. ALBERT) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. PRICE, 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re
ported that that Committee, having had 
under consideration the bill (H.R. 8072) 
making appropriations for the govern
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1962, and for other purposes, had di
rected him to report the bill back to the 
House with an amendment, with the 
recommendation that the amendment be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the bill and 
amendment thereto to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. JoNES of Mis
souri) there were-ayes 52, noes 8. 

So the bill was passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up the resolution, House Resolution 362, 
and ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 
7576) to authorize appropriations for the 
Atomic Energy Commission in accordance 
with section 261 of the Atomic Energy Act 
of 1954, as amended, and for other purposes. 
After general debate, which shall be con
fined to the bill, and shall continue not to 
exceed two hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, the bill shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule. At 

the conclusion of the consideration of the 
bill for amendment, the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted, 
and the previous question shall be con
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without in
tervening motion except one motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 minutes to the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. AVERY] and at this time yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 362 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
7576, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for the Atomic Energy Commission for 
fiscal year 1962 in accordance with sec
tion 261 of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954, as amended. The resolution pro
vides for an open rule with 2 hours of 
general debate. 

The bill will be explained in detail by 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. HoLIFIELD], chairman of the 
Joint Committee which reported this bill 
when the House goes into the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

This bill authorizes funds for plant 
and facility acquisition and construction 
during the fiscal year 1962. As I under
stand it, these projects are necessary in 
order for us to keep pace with the rap
idly occurring developments in the 
atomic energy field. They will increase 
our knowledge of both civilian and mili
tary applications of the atom through 
the building and improving of reactors, 
accelerators, weapons, and research lab
oratories. 

There are 10 sections of the bill. 
Section 101 authorizes the appropria

tion of the sum of $226,440,000 for new 
construction projects during fiscal year 
1962. The sum authorized will be used to 
provide funds for 40 line item projects in 
the following categories: First, special 
nuclear materials; second, atomic weap
ons; third, reactor development; fourth, 
physical research; fifth, biology and 
medicine; and sixth, community. 

Also included in this section is a sub
section concerning general plant projects 
which provides for miscellaneous minor 
construction items. 

The $226,440,000 amount authorized in 
section 101 compares with $211,476,000 
authorized in fiscal year 1961 and $227,-
580,000 requested by the Atomic Energy 
Commission for this bill. 

Sections 102 through 106 of the bill 
contain provisions identical or similar to 
corresponding sections in previous 
Atomic Energy Commission Authoriza
tion Acts. 

Section 102 sets forth certain cost limi
tations on the initiation of projects. 

Section 103 authorizes appropriations 
for advance planning, construction de
sign, and architectural services. 

Section 104 provides funds for the re
storing and replacing of plants or fa
cilities destroyed or otherwise seriously 
damaged. 

Section 105 authorizes the appropria
tion of such sums of money as may be 
currently available to the Atomic Energy 
Commission in order to accomplish the 
purposes of this act. 

Section 106 permits substitutions to be 
made for certain specified projects in this 

act if the new project is essential to the 
common defense and security, required 
by changes in weapon characteristics or 
weapon logistic operations, and if its 
estimated cost does not exceed the cost 
of the original project. 

Section 107 of the bill amends last 
year's Atomic Energy Commission Au
thorization Act-Public Law 86-457-by 
increasing the total sum authorized from 
$211,476,000 to $338,476,000. This ad
ditional authorization reflects an addi
tional $111 million authorized for the 
Stanford linear electron accelerator and 
an additional $16 million to cover cer
tain increased costs and the addition of 
test loops to the advance test reactor at 
Idaho Falls. The linear electron accel
erator will promote research in the field 
of high energy physics. Qualified sci
entists throughout the United States and 
the world, as well as those on the Stan
ford faculty, will be able to use this re
search tool to explore ever smaller di
mensions of the atom. Last year the 
committee authorized $3 million for de
sign and engineering studies on the 
accelerator in lieu of authorizing the full 
construction authorization on the basis 
that further study of cost data was re
quired. This study has been completed 
and the committee now endorses going 
ahead with the full project. 

Section 108 of the bill amends var
ious prior year authorization acts by 
rescinding certain projects which are no 
longer considered necessary by the 
Atomic Energy Commission. A total of 
eight projects amounting to $19,027,000 
will be rescinded. 

Section 109 concerns the cooperative 
power reactor demonstration program. 
In subsection (a) the date for approv
ing projects under the third round of 
the program is extended from June 30, 
1961, to June 30, 1962. Subsection (b) 
authorizes an additional $7 million 
funds and $5 million waiver of use 
charge authority for use in the coop
erative power reactor program. The 
Commission is further authorized to use 
an additional $7 million for research 
and development assistance in support
ing unsolicited projects from the utility 
industry. Subsection (c) provides that 
the Commission may use funds pre
viously authorized in the cooperative 
power program for a cooperative ar
rangement with the Dairyland Power 
Cooperative and the Allis-Chalmers 
Manufacturing Co. for a boiling water 
reactor designated as the La Crosse boil
ing water reactor. 

Section 110 of the bill relates to the 
disposition of electric energy produced 
during the operating life of the electric 
generating facilities at the new produc
tion reactor, Hanford, Wash., con
structed under subsection 101 (a) of the 
bill. Section 110 also provides for the 
allocation of costs to the electric energy 
production. 

At this point it should be noted that 
the project to provide electric generating 
facilities for the new production reactor 
in the amount of $95 million is the only 
project in this bill which is the subject 
of any considerable controversy. The 
Joint Committee reported each project 
in the bill favorably. With regard to the 
authorization for the Hanford project, 
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however, five members o.f the Joint Com
mittee have dissented and submitted 
separate views which are contained in 
House Report 562. . 

HANFORD POWER NEEDED IN NORTHWEST 

The power from the Hanford reactor 
electric generating facilities definitely 
appears to be needed in the Northwest. 
Finding a market for it apparently will 
be no problem whatsoever. Claims by 
opponents of this project that there is 
no need for the power do not appear to 
be well founded. 

In 1960, the Bonneville Power Admin
istration put on the market 150,000 kilo
watts of firm power. That was the first 
offering of firm power to industry by 
Bonneville in 7 years. If there was any 
"surplus" of firm power in the Northwest, 
as the opponents of the Hanford power 
facilities now claim, Bonneville would 
have had difficulty in 1960-hardly a 
boom year-in disposing of that 150,000 
kilowatts. 

However, quite the opposite happened. 
Bonneville received inquiries from 
Northwest industry totaling 900,000 kilo
watts-six times the amount of firm 
power it had available. This recent ex
perience clearly demonstrates that in
dustry in the Northwest is more than 
ready to purchase large amounts of ad
ditional firm power from the Bonneville 
Power Administration whenever it is of
fered. 

Failure to approve the Hanford power 
facilities not only would mean the total 
waste of enormous amounts of reactor 
heat. It also would force Bonneville to 
continue to waste $7 million worth of 
hydropower per year. 

Right now, Bonneville is running water 
over the dams because it cannot assure 
prospective purchasers that the power 
which this water could produce will be 
available for more than about 3 years. 
This wasted water is enough to generate 
400,000 kilowatts of electricity. 

If Bonneville knew that the Hanford 
power facilities were going to come on 
the line in late 1964, it could sell this 
400,000 kilowatts immediately to industry 
as firm power. The contracts would be 
covered for the first several years by the 
water now going down the Columbia un
used, and then picked up near the end of 
1964 by the new production reactor pow
erplant when it came on the line. This 
would increase the revenues going to the 
U.S. Treasury by $7 million per year, 
beginning almost immediately. 

In other words, the U.S. Treasury will 
receive additional income of at least $14 
million before the Hanford power facili
ties ever go into operation if we approve 
the project and appropriate the funds 
to get it started. 

The minority report quotes statements 
from the Bonneville Power Administra
tion annual report for 1960 that Bon
neville "finds itself in a period of sur
plus power" and that planned projects 
will meet estimated "normal" needs 
through 1970. These statements were 
made by officials of the Eisenhower ad
ministration who seem to have taken 
a negative view toward the potential for 
industrial growth and development in 
the Pacific Northwest. These are defi
nitely not the views of the Kennedy ad-

ministration nor of Mr. Charles Luce, 
the new Bonneville Administrator. 

I have cited the experience of last year 
when Bonneville's offering of firm power 
to industry was greatly oversubscribed. 
Bonneville is still receiving inquiries 
from industry in the Northwest for more 
power. Several industrial firms have in
dicated they will expand their facilities 
in an area where unemployment is now 
8 to 9 percent, if the reactor power proj
ect is approved. 

The Bonneville Power Administration 
is so certain a market for the Hanford 
power that it will accept full responsibil
ity for repaying out of its total power 
revenues the entire Hanford power in
vestment with interest, plus operating 
costs, over the life of the plant. This 
will be done with no adverse effects on 
the Bonneville rates. 

The U.S. Treasury, therefore, is posi
tively assured of repayment of this in
vestment, with interest. 

Without cost to the taxpayer, the 
country will get an addtional 800,000 to 
900,000 kilowatts of low-cost power ca
pacity, plus the benefits of prestige and 
experience which will come from operat
ing by far the world's largest atomic 
powerplant. To turn down this project 
would mean an unforgivable waste of 
the taxpayers' resources. 

The electric energy generating facili
ties for the Hanford new production re
actor represents an unusual opportunity 
to capture for the American people some 
peacetime returns on the billions of dol
lars they have poured into the atomic 
energy program. I urge Members of the 
House to vote against the proposed 
amendment to delete the project. 

This bill is the result of extensive 
hearings by the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy in which every project 
and provision of the bill was considered 
as well as possible revisions. The appro
priations authorized in the bill appear 
to have been wisely and thoroughly con
sidered, and it appears that they are es
sential to security and to the advance
ment of nuclear technology. 

The appropriations here to be author
ized are designed to advance knowledge 
of the uses of atomic energy both for 
weapons, and for peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
this rule. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
Alabama has stated, House Resolution 
362 makes in order. the consideration of 
H.R. 7576, a bill to authorize appropria
tions to the Atomic Energy Commission 
for the fiscal year 1962. Certainly it is 
necessary to authorize the appropriation 
for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

I am not going to address myself to 
the technical aspects of this legislation; 
that will be amply debated tomorrow 
when the bill is before us, but I do want 
to point out for your consideration the 
inclusion in this authorization of au
thority for the Atomic Energy Commis
sion to become engaged in the produc
tion of public power by a nuclear reactor. 
From my viewpoint, at least, we are not 
merely considering the authorization 
here this afternoon, we are not merely 

considering the additional $95 million 
that is herein authorized for the Atomic 
Energy Commission to become engaged 
in the production of public power, but 
the main decision is a policy decision 
which will be made here on the floor of 
the House tomorrow afternoon. Basic 
policy is going to bP. established when 
this bill is debated tomorrow. We are 
going to decide tomorrow afternoon, 
even though it is in a small way, basi
cally whether the Atomic Energy Com
mission shall be permitted to become 
engaged in the prcduction of public 
power, or should power production from 
atomic energy be left to the resources of 
private enterprise? 

To me that is a major decision, and 
it will be debated probably throughout 
the years to follow our decision tomor
row, as the Tennessee Valley Authority 
has been debated ever since that a~t 
was passed in 1933. 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AVERY. I shall be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California, 
a member of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

Mr. HOSMER. I would like to point 
out that not only is this project involved 
in public power, but even anticipating, 
openly anticipating the passage of this 
legislation and as a precedent, the Presi
dent of the United States is quoted in 
this morning's newspaper with regard to 
the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

The President is further quoted as sug
gesting experiments in conjunction with 
the Atomic Energy Commission to de
velop cheaper power atomic energy at 
rates which will make it competitive. 
That suggestion was made to the Direc
tors of the TVA. You see what we are 
getting into in connection with this par
ticular item of the bill. 

Mr. AVERY. I agree with the gentle
man in what he has said to the House, 
and I am going to quote further from 
that same article I think he was quoting 
from, this morning's issue of the New 
York Times. 

I would like to say it seems to me there 
are strange and similar overtones in the 
committee report that come with this 
bill today, and that found in the record 
of the debate and the committee report 
that accompanied the bill authorizing 
the Tennessee Valley Authority back in 
1933. It seems to me it is logical, there
fore, to conclude that we are employing 
the same distorted logic to justify this 
authorization, as we employed distorted 
logic when the Tennessee Valley Author
ity was originally authorized. We can 
further conclude, then, that the author
ity that is herein proposed for the State 
of Washington could someday resemble 
in many respects the monstrosity, in my 
opinion, that has developed in the Ten
nessee Valley. 

I have no quarrel with the Members 
of the House of Representatives from 
the Tennessee Valley area. I think it 
is perfectly natural they should defend 
the preferential customer status that 
has developed in that area. Subsidized 
electric power has evolved that naturally 
is attractive to industry and to their 
consumers, cheap electrical energy. I 
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can understand why the Members repre
senting the great Northwest would also 
favor this legislation which initially 
authorizes the subsidized production of 
electric power from nuclear sources. 

I have no quarrel with you gentlemen 
who represent those two respective areas. 
But I think it is our responsibility, those 
other Members of the House who repre
sent the taxpaying areas that pay the 
Federal cost to subsidize these areas, to 
call this to the attention of the House 
and urge that no further preferential 
areas be created. If we in the non
benefiting areas have to provide our 
own energy and our own costs, borne 
entirely by the consumers, I see no rea
son why we should not apply that same 
formula to all competing areas within 
the United States. 

Let us take a brief look at what is 
ha,ppening in the Tennessee Valley 
Authority. In the authorizing language 
for the Tennessee Valley Authority, as 
stated on the floor of this House, the 
primary objective of the Authority was 
to fully develop the water resources of 
that area for navigation and flood con
trol. The manufacture of electrical 
energy was to be incidental to the proj
ect. I do not have to tell you that the 
manufacture of electrical power has be
come the dominant function of the 
Authority. 

From the cost point of view, this is 
what has happened: The taxpayers of 
the United States have contributed $2 
billion into the Tennessee Valley area 
and as of today there is no assurance 
that the money will be repaid. 

·What was the effect on individual 
States? Just as a sample, it goes some
thing like this: The taxpayers of Kansas 
have contributed $20 million toward the 
Tennessee Valley, New York a mere $275 
million, nearby Virginia, $35 million, 
Texas, $85 million, and the State of 
Florida, $50 million. 

That may not be so bad. Maybe we 
have learned to adjust to that situation, 
those of us representing the nonbene
fiting taxpayers. We have not approved 
but it is the price we have to pay. 

The discouraging thing is this: In this 
year's Public Works appropriation bill 
there has been recommended by the Bu
reau of the Budget and by the adminis
tration an item of $32 million to further · 
develop the Tennessee Valley Authority. 

Now, I was not so much surprised 
about that until this morning I read in 
the New York Times where just yester
day, if you please, the Tennessee Valley 
Authority announced they were reducing 
the cost of electrical energy to their cus
tomers. Now, I ask you in all fairness, 
Members of the House, is it logical that 
after receiving $2 billion the Tennessee 
Valley Authority should come back to the 
Congress and ask for $32 million more 
of taxpayer money from the public 
Treasury, and by the same token an
nounce to their customers they were go
ing to have a further reduced rate? 

Now, the reduction is something like 
this: For the average farm or household 
that consumes about 500 kilowatts, the 
estimated electrical energy bill for a 
month will go from $5.10 down to $4.50. 
That represents about an 8-percent re-

duction. Now, this same family, this 
same consumer in the State of New York, 
for instance, who consumes 500 kilo
watts, their electrical energy bill is 
$14.11. The subsidy is somewhere near 
the difference in those two amounts $14, 
and $4.50. It would seem to me we 
could further conclude that if that pref
erential policy is to receive the approval 
of this body, probably a comparable dif
ferential is going to develop between the 
region on the Pacific coast and other 
self-supporting non-Federal power areas 
throughout the United States. 

It is my understanding that there 
will be an amendment offered tomorrow 
to delete from the authorization bill the 
$95 million item to acquire the genera
tors necessary to produce this electrical 
energy. I urge, Mr. Speaker, that the 
rule be adopted to make debate in order 
tomorrow, the authorization for the ap
propriation for the Atomic Energy Com
mission, but I would further urge and, 
more importantly, I think, urge the 
Members to consider very seriously the 
amendment to be offered a member of 
the joint committee from our side of the 
aisle, which will merely delete this $95 
million from the bill. It will have no 
advei·se effect on the other well-sup
ported items in the authorization, and I 
think thereby we may preserve at least 
another field of endeavor toward private 
enterprise. 

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD]. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
m arks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
obj ection to the request .of the gentleman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the 

contention that this bill raises a new 
question on the policy of generating or 
disposing of electric energy from an 
atomic reactor is of course in error, sec
tion 44 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 
established such policy 7 years ago. 

The minority report states that: 
The project raises important questions of 

law and policy as to the proper role of the 
AEC, which must be resolved by this Con
gress. 

The minority also states that: 
The Commission can hardly be considered 

to be doing anything else but selling "energy 
for commercial use." 

The minority also claims that the pro
duction of the electric power is not in
cident to operation of research and de
velopment facilities or the operation of 
production facilities contemplated by the 
act. 

Let us look to see what questions of law 
or policy this Congress is being asked to 
resolve. 

On the question of law, it should be 
clear that section 44 authorizes the pro
duction of electric power as an incident 
to the use of AEC production facilities. 

The committee report on the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954 makes clear that if 
the Congress authorizes the construction 
of electric generating facilities, the AEC 
will be able to operate those facilities. 

This bill clearly authorizes the con~ 
struction and operation of the electric 
generating facilities in question. 

The minority itself admits this propo
sition when it says: 

It is not being argued that the generation 
of such energy would be illegal since this 
bill is intended to provide adequate authori
zation. 

It is therefore amply clear and ad
mitted by the minority that no questions 
of law are presented by this authoriza
tion. 

Now, turning to the questions of pol
icy the minority contends that the ques
tion to be resolved is whether ''the AEC 
is to take its place alongside the Depart
ment of Interior and TVA as a major 
producer of Government-generated elec
trical power." At the outset, the record 
should be set clear. This project is not 
a precedent, it is not a yardstick type 
of program for Government-sponsored 
power production, and it is not a "foot 
in the door" for Government in private 
enterprise. 

This question was specifically discussed 
at the hearings on the AEC authoriza
tion bill. Congressman HosMER, on May 
18 in the course of the hearings, asked 
Mr. Luce, the Administrator of the Bon
neville Power Administration, whether 
he regarded this plant as a precedent for 
other kinds of steamplants in the Bonne
ville area. Mr. Luce replied: 

We do not regard this as a precedent for 
anything. You have a unique probl~m here 
of heat or steam energy that is either going 
t o be wasted or used. 

Mr. HosMER pursued this line of ques
tioning further by a~king Mr. Luce the 
following question: 

In other words, this is entirely separate, 
different, divorced from any other argument 
we m ay have over BPA applications to power 
from steam capacity, is that right? 

Mr. Luce replied: 
To my way of thinking, it is. Yes. 

It should be kept in mind that the sit
uation with respect to the Hanford plant 
is unique. It would be wasteful and ex
travagant, as pointed out by the BPA 
Administrator, to use the heat from this 
reactor merely to warm up the Columbia 
River, when it could be put to use to gen
erate needed electrical energy on an eco
nomic basis. It could not be more clear 
that this authorization is not a precedent 
for the further development of Govern
ment-built steam generating plants 

The minority is right in stating that 
this authorization does present an im
portant question of policy, but the ques
tion is not whether the AEC is to become 
another TV A. The question is rather 
shall we permit the waste of our natural 
resources or utilize those resources intel
ligently to generate needed electrical 
energy on an economic basis. 
THE COAL INDUSTRY, ATOMIC POWER, AND 

THE NEW PRODUCTION REACTOR ELECTRIC 

GENERATING FACILITIES AT HANFORD, WASH. 

Mr. Speaker, various allegations have 
been made concerning the effect of the 
proposed electric generating facilities for 
the Hanford new production reactor on 
the coal industry. Back of this question 
lies the alleged problem of competition 
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between atomic power and the coal 
industry. 

At this point I would like to insert a 
statement showing that atomic energy 
has been and will continue to be a boon 
to the coal industry. The facts are that 
AEC atomic installations are enormous 
consumers of coal for their huge electric 
power, space heating, and chemical proc
essing requirements. 

AEC COAL AND ELECTRIC CONSUMPTION 

Portsmouth, Ohio, plant (1,900 megawatts 
from OVEC) , 7 million tons per year. 

Paducah, Ky., plant (2,130 megawatts 
from EEl and TVA), 7,570,000 tons per year. 

Oak Ridge, Tenn., plant (1,765 megawatts 
from TV A), 5,580,000 tons per year. 

Total, 5,795,000 kilowatts. 
Total, 20,150,000 tons per year of coal. 
The carload equivalent of the above coal 

consumption is: 
Carloads (55 tons per carload) : Per day 

Portsmouth ---------------------- 349 
Paducah ------------------------- 377 
Oak Ridge________________________ 278 

Total _________________________ 1,004 

Hanford plutonium plant (for space heat
ing and chemical processing), 300,000 tons 
per year of coal. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would like 
to insert a statement on the relation of 
the Hanford reactor electric generating 
facilities and the development of coal re
sources in the Northwest. You will note 
that the Northwest uses very little coal, 
and the Hanford installation itself is the 
biggest user. In the future, the use of 
coal cannot support the major power re
quirements of the area. 
HANFORD REACTOR AND DEVELOPMENT OF COAL 

RESOURCES IN THE NORTHWEST 

The Hanford reactor will have practically 
no effect on the development of coal re
sources in the West group area of the Pa
cific Northwest. 

Coal uses in the Northwest have always 
been very small and for industrial purposes 
the use of coal has virtually disappeared 
since natural gas was brought into the re
gion. The following appears on page 48 of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers report 
"Water Resource Development-Columbia 
River Basin." 

"REGIONAL FUEL DEFICIENCY 

"The region imports nearly all of its fuel, 
and imported oil has been the principal fuel 
source for both industrial and residential 
use during the past 15 years. Coal fields in 
the area are generally of a low grade and 
their extensive use must await demands war
ranting introduction of large-scale modern 
mining methods. Manufactured gas has 
been used for residential heating and cook
ing for years but natural gas which enjoys 
a more favorable competitive position with 
electricity and oil has been available only 
since 1956 when a pipeline to the area was 
completed. The heating plants of many of the 
older residences and some of the steam-elec
tric plants were designed to burn sawdust 
and other lumber mill wastes, but increased 
timber waste utilization in recent years has 
largely eliminated this source and plants 
have been converted to other fuels." 

Coal deposits in Oregon and Washington 
are primarily of the bituminous and sub
bituminous variety and are located princi
pally in the Coos Bay area of Oregon, the 
Longview-Chehalis and Kittitas County (cen
tral) areas of Washington. The only mines 
now operating are those of the Northern Pa
cific Railroad in central Washington and they 
employ between 110 to 120 people. The out
put of the mines is approximately 150,000 
tons per year. The major customer for this 

coal is the AEC's Hanford site itself which 
uses it for chemical processing and space 
heating. Another major user of this coal 
is the cement industry. It is understood 
that if these mines were to be closed, it 
would not be economical to reopen them 
again. 

It is anticipated that some of the local 
coal deposits will be developed for power use 
when it is economical to do so. The coal 
reserve in the central Washington area is 
such that it could only support about 750 
r:rtW of steampower. The employment of 
mining people at that time would increase 
to about 300 to 400 in the Kittitas County 
area. This is not expected to occur to any 
substantial degree before the period begin
ning about 1970-75. Up to that time eco
nomical hydro will be available to meet load 
growth of the region. After that period load 
growth will have to be met from thermal 
sources. By that time, annual regional 
power load growth will be in the order of the 
size of the new production _reactor. Inclu
sion of the new production reactor as a re
source at this time, therefore, would have 
only about a 1-year effect on development 
of coal resources. 

As a matter of further interest, in Janu
ary of 1959, the Chief Engineer of Bonne
ville Power Administration advised the 
Atomic E_nergy Commission as follows: 

"The Pacific Northwest has relatively 
meager fossil fuel supplies. There are some 
economical coalfields but they probably 
would not support more than 1 or 2 million 
kilowatts of capacity. After such a steam 
development, the area would have to import 
fuels, whether they be coal, oil, or gas." 

The above is printed on page 180 of Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy committee 
print March 1961. I~ 2 million kilowatts of 
steam power are generated from local coals 
this would only take care of about 3 years 
load growth: The other coal deposits to 
make up this am.ount in the northwest 
could be strip mined. (Strip mining re
quires fewer employees than underground 
mining.) 

Numerous consulting firins have been con
tacting the Bonneville Power Administra
tion over the past 6 years in connection with 
the development of vast deposits of high 
quality in the Alberta, Canada, coal fields. 
These deposits are located primarily in the 
Livingston Range district of Alberta. From 
discussions held with these consultants it 
is believed that only the coal deposits in 
central Washington and Coos Bay, Oreg., 
will be developed economically in the U.S. 
portion of the West group area and the next 
most economical source of fossil fuel for 
power would likely come from the Alberta 
fields. Reports to date indicate that steam 
plants could be installed at the mouth of 
the Alberta mines; power would be generated 
at that point, and delivered to the U.S. 
border at a reasonable cost. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would like 
to insert an address last year by AEC's 
Director of Reactor Development on the 
effect of atomic power on the demand 
for coal. This statement shows that 
atomic power will only supplement the 
additional demand for energy in the 
years ahead. 
NUCLEAR POWER'S EFFECT ON THE DEMAND FOR 

COAL 

(Remarks prepared by Frank K. Pittman, 
Director, Division of Reactor Develop
ment, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, for 
presentation at 1960 coal convention of 
the American Mining Congress, Pittsburgh, 
Pa., May 9, 1960) 1 

It is with a certain degree of trepidation 
that I face this audience to talk about the 
n?,tional effort to develop the atom as a 

1 Deliv~red by U. M. Staebler. 

source of energy and about the possible im
pact of this effort on the coal industry. I 
am very grateful, however, to have the op
portunity to appear before you since in a 
very real sense I believe we are working 
toward a common objective-i.e., assurance 
of adequate low-cost energy resources for the 
ft•.ture. 

At the outset, I would like to establish 
a credi-:; in your book for myself and the 
atom by reminding you that the tremendous 
quantities of electric power used by the 
Atomic Energy Commission in the produc
tion of fissionable material-which can be 
used for weapons and for nuclear power-re
quire approximately 21 million tons of coal 
annually. The Commission therefore, 
through the utilities that provide it the 
power, is your industry's biggest customer. 
However, I can well imagine that in spite of 
this credit the coal industry as a whole is 
somewhat uneasy about the development of 
the atom as a source of power, and about 
the possibility which is so often expressed, 
that nuclear energy can make great inroads 
on your largest market-the electric utility 
industry. 

It is not my intention today to try to tell 
you tha,t nuclear fission will not take its 
place as an important energy source of the 
future. To do so would indicate that I have 
no faith in the extensive nuclear energy de
velopment program. I do have faith in our 
program. I believe, however, that the nu
clear fuels it will bring to the people of 
this country and to the world will supple
ment existing fuels rather than replace 
them. The word "supplement" is, in my 
mind, the key word to any discussion of the 
impact of nuclear energy on the coal in
dustry. 

To develop this theme, let me first say a 
few words about our nuclear power develop
ment program. The Atomic Energy Act de
clares it to be the policy of the United 
States that the development, use, and con
trol of atomic energy should, among other 
things, "be directed so as to improve the 
general welfare" and "increase the standard 
of living." It is generally accepted that 
this policy calls for the development of 
atomic technology to the point where energy, 
particularly electrical energy, can be pro
duced from nuclear reactions at costs gen
erally corr..petitive with the cost of energy 
produced from fossil fuels. Other consid
erations of national policy, such as the im
portance of achieving national technological 
preeminence, argue for the same develop
ment. Therefore, it has repeatedly been 
affirmed at the highest levels of Govern
ment that a vigorous nuclear power program 
should be undertaken. 

The Atomic Energy Commission, wth sig
nificant collaboration by industry, has been 
pursuing such a development program on a 
formalized basis since 1954. The first 5 years 
of this effort were devoted to research and 
development and to construction of experi
mental plants to demonstrate the feasibility 
o! several different technical approaches to 
the production of power from nuclear fission. 
Using the knowledge gained in those 5 years 
we haw• recently taken a hard look at how 
far we have come and how far we still have 
to go. On the basis of this appraisal we 
have formulated some fairly specific objec
tives and developed in reasonable detail a 
program to meet these objectives. 

Two of our objectives will be of particu
lar interest to you. In the first place, our 
immediate program is aimed at reducing the 
cost of nuclear power so that between now 
and 1968 at least some utility executives can 
make a choice between nuclear fuels and 
fossil fuels on economic grounds. We be
lieve this will occur first in those cases where 
the plants will have a capacity of 300 elec
trical megawatts or greater and where they 
will be located in areas of the United States 
with high fossil fuel costs. In this context, 
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we have somewhat arbitrarily defined a high 
cost area as one where the cost of fossil fuel 
amounts to 35 cents or more per million 
B.t.u . Secondly, and on a less clearly defined 
time schedule, we hope to bring about such 
further reductions in the cost of nuclear 
power as will make it competitive in smaller 
sized units and over wider areas of the 
United States. 

Let us assume that we meet these objec
tives. What will be the immediate and long
range effect on the coal industry? 

In the middle to late sixties, when we h ave 
met our objective of making it possible for 
utility companies to build competitive large 
scale reactor powerplants in high-cost areas, 
we can assume that nuclear energy will be
gin to make its first real impact on the power 
production scene. Let us examine what the 
magnitude of this impact may be. 

First, we must recognize. that even after 
large nuclear plants become competitive with 
conventional plants of similar size there is 
no reason to expect that all utilities which 
can use large plants and which are in high
cost areas will immediately shift to nuclear 
plants. Personal preferences, problems of 
integration into overall systems, and other 
factors which must be considered in plant 
selection undoubtedly will mean that unless 
the economic advantage of nuclear plants 
is decisive, a certain portion of the new 
plants will continue to be fossil fueled. Fur
ther, nuclear plants will be chosen for many 
years to come only to meet new demands. 
I see nothing to indicate that the economic 
advantage of nuclear plants over fossil fueled 
plants will be so great in the foreseeable fu
ture as to warrant premature scrapping of 
existing fossil plants. 

I have indicated my belief that nuclear 
plants wlll not capture the entire market 
in the areas in which they become competi
tive. There are those, however, who are 
more optimistic about the possibilities of 
nuclear popularity. Let us therefore look 
at the potential areas that meet our arbitrary 
definition as high cost fuel areas and also 
have sufilciently concentrat ed power de
mands to warrant the 300,000 to 400,000 kilo
watt nuclear units which we feel will first 
be competitive. To begin wit h, only about 
20 percent of the Nation's electrical energy 
output is consumed in areas having fuel costs 
higher than 35 cents per million B.t.u. 
When the requirement of concentrated de
mand is added to this, the total fraction of 
the Nation's energy which can be met by 
nuclear power, when we have achieved our 
short-range objective, is rather severely lim
ited. At this time, only certain areas in 
the Far West and the Northeast can meet 
the test, but it is possible that increased 
fossil fuel costs or increased demand could 
expand these areas by the time our de
velopmental program has achieved its early 
objective. 

During the seventies, when the results 
of our developmental program further de
crease the cost of power from large nuclear 
units and also decrease the size of the nu
clear plants which can compete with fossil 
fueled plants, the atom will become a major 
factor in our power economy. I do not en
vision any sharp discontinuity in the growth 
curve for nuclear power, but rather a steady 
increase as the fruits of development bring 
ever larger areas within the range of com
petitive nuclear plants. 

I will not attempt a quant itative predic
tion of the schedule on which nuclear energy 
will become an important supplement to 
fossil fuels as a national energy source. 
Others with much greater competence in 
the power field have already done this, and 
I accept their judgment. 

For example, in a report presented to the 
Congressional Joint Economic Committee in 
October of 1959, Mr. PhUip Sporn, president 
of the American Electric Power Co., esti-

mated that by 1975, 7.5 percent of the total 
electric-power generation would be nuclear. 
The Edison Electric Institute, in a report to 
the Congressional Select Committee on Na
tional Water Resources in January of this 
year, was in essential agreement with Mr. 
Sporn in the prediction that by 1980 about 
8 percent of the capability of investor-owned 
utilities would be nuclear. 

These two estimates, made by experts in 
the fie:d, are based on a careful analysis of 
the latest technical and economic data on 
both nuclear- and fossil-fueled powerplants. 
They are probably much more realistic than 
the estimates of several years ago which were 
m ade when knowledge of some of the real 
technical difficulties of nuclear-power pro
duction had not yet tempered the enthu
siasm for nuclear-power prospects. 

I think that the conclusion which can be 
drawn from the facts at hand is that the 
growth of nuclear-generated electric power 
during the next 15 or 20 years, while being 
satisfying and at times spectacular, should 
not constitute any real threat to the fossil
fuel industry. 

When we look further into the future, 
however, say, to the year 2000, I am satisfied 
that t he picture will be quite different. By 
that time the technology of nuclear power 
will have advanced to a point where nuclear 
plants will be a major factor in meeting the 
electrical power needs of this country and of 
the world. I am convinced that by that 
t ime a large fraction of all new generating 
capacity will use nuclear power and that a 
sizable portion of all electrical power in this 
country will be generated using nuclear fuels. 

This statement, t aken by itself, could be 
cause for concern by members of your in
dustry. There are, however, many knowl
edgeable people in the field who, with full 
awareness of this prediction of the growth 
of nuclear-generated electrical capacity, have 
predicted an enormous expansion in coal de
m and during the remainder of this century. 
We agree wit h these authorities. Mr. Sporn, 
for example, has estimated that coal con
sumpt ion in the year 2000 will be more than 
2¥2 times as great as in 1957, and others are 
equally optimistic. 

How can we reconcile predictions of such 
star tling increases in demand for coal with 
predictions of reductions in the percentage 
of coal's contribution to what is its current 
principal market? 

There are several factors which must be 
considered. Perhaps the most important is 
the fact that there is universal agreement 
that the total energy demand which fossil 
and nuclear fuels will be supplying will be 
enormously increased by the year 2000. Even 
if coal furnishes a smaller percent, the total 
will be so large that the actual amount re
quired will represent a huge increase over 
that now used. Although the potential in
crease in overall energy use is less startling 
than t he increase due to electric power alone, 
the benefit from virtually the entire increase 
for nonelectric use should accrue to fossil 
fuel, since there now seems to be llttle 
prospect of substantial use of nuclear energy 
for these purposes during this time period. 
In the field of industrial process heat, for 
example, where we now have a developmental 
program underway, there is little likelihood 
that nuclear energy will be quantitatively 
significant for many years. 

There are certain other factors which have 
nothing to do with nuclear energy, that must 
be considered in arriving at estimates of fu
ture demands for coal. These are based on 
the possibility that supplies of gas and oil 
may not be sufficient to permit those fuels 
to share fully in the enormous overall in
crease expected in the demands for energy, 
particularly in the period after about 1975. 

Thus, I understand it is predicted by 
those who are knowledgeable in the field that 
toward the end of the century, coal, while 
losing a part of the electric utility market to 

nuclear fuels, will itself make inroads on the 
share of the market now held by oil and gas. 

These same people also foresee that, as 
liquid fuel supplies dwindle, the use of elec
tricity is likely to increase for both trans
portation and home heating. This would · 
tend indirectly to return some portions of 
these markets to coal, since it will continue 
to supply a fair percentage of the total energy 
used by electric utility plants. 

In summary, if the national effort in nu
clear power development is successful, there 
can be no doubt that some part of the 
electric power market which coal might 
otherwise have supplied will be supplied by 
nuclear fuels. The loss probably will be 
insignificant in the next 15 to 20 years, but 
may be substantial in subsequent years. 
There is little likelihood that nuclear energy 
will make substantial inroads on coal's other 
energy markets during this century. The 
losses which will be sustained, moreover, 
probably will be compensated several times 
over by increases in aggregate energy de
mands and by inroads which coal itself may 
make on the markets of other fossil fuels. 

There is one final point which I would like 
to make which is somewhat outside the scope 
of my topic, but which I feel has a. bearing 
on it in that it offers a potential means by 
which the coal industry can assure that there 
will be a continued expanding demand for 
its product. I speak of the possibility of 
conversion of coal to other products which 
are of greater value to our economy than the 
energy which coal now produces. As the 
atom takes its place as a source of energy, 
the coal industry should exploit the fact that 
carbon is a keystone of all organic materials 
and that its use in the production of such 
items as chemicals, plastics, and drugs, in the 
world of the future could make its position 
as an energy source of the present pale to 
insignificance. An energetic developmental 
program which takes full advantage of all 
modern technology, including the extreme 
temperatures and radiation fields now af
forded by nuclear processes, not only might 
assist the coal industry to hold its own, but 
also might open the door to an undreamed 
of future for this great natural resource. 

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gentle
man from California [Mr. GuBSER]. 

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to commend the Joint Committee for 
fully authorizing project 61-F:...7, a linear 
electron accelerator at Stanford Uni
versity. This is a much needed scientific 
tool of the future. It has been well 
studied by the Atomic Energy Commis
sion, the Department of Defense, the 
National Science Foundation, the Presi
dent's Scientific Advisory Committee 
private engineering consultants, and th~ 
splendid staff of physicists at Stanford. 

The experience of Stanford physicists 
in the linear accelerator field dates back 
to the midthirties to scientific brealc
throughs made by the brilliant, late 
Stanford professor, William Webster 
Hansen, Professor Webster, and research 
associates, J. R. Woodyard and E. L. 
Ginzton. All of these men have con
tributed much to Stanford's background 
in the field of microwave techniques and 
the linear accelerator in particular. 

Since 1946 10 linear accelerators have 
been constructed at Stanford or under 
Stanford's direction. In several other 
nations, accelerators are either pat
terned after the Stanford machine, em
ploy Stanford-trained personnel, or have 
borrowed Stanford staff members for 
various periods of time. It is safe to say 
that no university or research institution 
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has had more to do with proving the 
feasibility of the linear accelerator prin
ciple than has Stanford. 

Location of this facility at Stanford 
will insure the scientific community that 
the machine will be built and operated 
by the largest single group of men who 
have had experience with a machine of 
the type proposed. The excellence of the 
staff in the Stanford Physics Department 
is shown by the facts that between 1948 
and 1960 six Sanford men were named 
to the National Academy of Sciences and 
two physics professors received the 
Nobel Prize. Dr. W. K. K. Panofsky has 
recently received the Lawrence award 
for outstanding contribution to the field 
of atomic energy. 

The physical location of Stanford pro
vides an ideal environment for research. 
The university is centrally located to a 
rapidly developing electronics industry, 
the manufacturing and research facili
ties of the Lockheed Missile Systems Di
vision, Ames Laboratory of NASA, the 
University of California, Lick Observa
tory of the University of California, the 
University of Santa Clara, San Jose 
State College, and San Francisco State 
College, as well as the University of San 
Francisco. A new campus of the Univer
sity of California will soon be located 
within 40 miles of the Stanford campus. 

This project has been well studied and 
planned over a period of years. 

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I submit a 
chronology of major events in the history 
of this proposal: 
CHRONOLOGY OF STANFORD UNIVERSITY LINEAR 

ELECTRON ACCELERATOR 
1. Year 1953: Serious study on the pro

posal began at Stanford. 
2 . Year 1957: Stanford submitted pro

posal to AEC, DOD, and NSF. 
3. In 1958, a special NSF panel on high 

energy physics recommended the project. 
4. Late 1958: AEC requested the President 

to convene a GAC-PSAC panel on the sub
ject. 

5. November 16, 1958: Panel recommended 
the project. 

6. May 14, 1959: In a New York speech, the 
President announced intentions of request
ing congressional authorization. 

7. July and August 1959: Hearings held by 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, no final 
action. Further study recommended. 

8. December 1959: John Blume & Asso
ciates, under contract with AEC, rendered 
interim cost and feasibility review. 

9. January 1960: GAC-PSAC panel met, 
reaffirmed its recommendation, and regretted 
delay of the project. 

10. February 1960: Final report forwarded 
by John Blume & Associates to AEC declar
ing project feasible and fixing cost of con
struction at $107.2 million. 

11. February 1960: Full PSAC approves 
recommendation. 

12. April 6, 1960: Further hearings held by 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Com
mittee recommended authorization of $3 
million for design studies. 

Mr. Speaker, this project has been 
thoroughly studied and represents the 
latest in scientific developments. In 
fact, it is more than current, it looks in
to the future. 

Ironically this same bill which is so 
progressive in the case of the Stan
ford electron accelerator, contains an
other section involving the expenditure 
of $95 million for a power generating 

facility which will be obsolete before it 
is built. 

It is difficult for me to understand 
the reasoning in the report of the Ma· 
jority of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy in its recommendation that $95 
million be authorized for the installa
tion of steam generating power facilities 
at the new production reactor at Han· 
ford, Wash. 

On page 11 of the report I find the fol
lowing statement: 

The Joint Committee, in recommending 
this project does so on the basis of its eco
nomic advantages, its assistance to the na
tional defense, its value to national pres
tige, its contribution to nuclear power tech
nology, and its benefits to both private and 
public enterprise. 

On June 28, the president of the 
privately owned utility company serving 
my district, the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co., announced that the company would 
build a large nuclear powerplant at 
Bodega Bay. 50 miles north of San Fran
cisco. 

This announcement was reported in 
the July 10 issue of Newsweek magazine. 
In reading this account of the plans of 
the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. I note 
the following pertinent facts: The plant 
will have an installed capacity of 325,000 
kilowatts; and energy will be produced 
for 5.62 mills, which is less than the cost 
of energy from a conventional plant. 

In announcing this plant Mr. Norman 
Sutherland, the Pacific Gas & Electric 
Co. president, made a most significant 
statement, and I quote. 

As with all our atomic projects, we will 
build Bodega Bay with our own money. 
There will be no Government subsidy or 
financial contribution from any other source. 

This is an application of the American 
free e~terprise system to the development 
of nuclear power. 

Let us take a moment to look at what 
we will get for this $95 million and com
pare it to what this company is doing, 
without any Government subsidy, in the 
terms used by the majority of the joint 
committee. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE 
The construction of the Hanford 

steamplant will not make a contribution 
to national defense. To the extent that 
it interferes with the production of plu
tonium it will be a burden on our defense 
efforts. The real contribution to national 
defense of this facility is the production 
of plutonium, and it should not be al
tered. 

NATIONAL PRESTIGE 
Which will do more to enhance our 

national prestige, the construction of the 
obsolete, uneconomic subsidized 700,000-
kilowatt Hanford steamplant with pub
lic funds; or the construction by the 
company of the 325,000-kilowatt Bodega 
Bay plant with private funds? To me, 
the answer is easy. To say the con
struction of the Hanford steamplant 
will give us the biggest nuclear plant in 
the world makes about as much sense as 
spending millions of dollars to have the 
largest horse-drawn cavalry in the world. 

NUCLEAR-POWER TECHNOLOGY 
Which will contribute more to the 

technology of nuclear power, the Han
ford steamplant operating at a pressure 
of 135 pounds or the Bodega plant oper
ating at a pressure of 1,000 pounds? 
The Hanford steamplant is a step back
ward, while the Bodega Bay plant repre
sents real progress. 
BENEFITS TO PRIVATE AND PUBLIC ENTERPRISE 

Just who will benefit from the con
struction of the Hanford steamplant? 
Only one group-the consumers of Fed
eral power in the Bonneville marketing 
area, and this is true only because of 
the tremendous subsidy from the Federal 
Government-the general taxpayers. 

Let us look at the Bodega Bay plant. 
The company will spend $60 million of 
private funds, the whole economy will be 
benefited. The company will pay all 
Federal, State, and local taxes, so this 
plant will make a general tax contribu
tion where the Hanford steamplant will 
be a burden on the general taxpayer. 
The company's consumers will also be 
benefited, as energy will be produced 
cheaper than in a conventional plant. 

EcoNoMic ADVANTAGEs The demands on our Federal budget are 
Hanford Steamplant: The Federal great, and many of these demands can

Power Commission in its supplemental not be eliminated or reduced; for in
report on new production reactor power- stance, national defense. However, there 
plant economic feasibility study found are others that can and should be elimi
that energy from the Hanford steam- nated, and the authorization of $95 mil
plant during the highly subsidized "dual lion for the Hanford steamplant is one 
purpose" period will cost 3. 7 mills per of these. 
kilowatt-hour. Under section 110 of the The production of plutonium is a 
bill, this energy will be marketed by the proper function of the Atomic Energy 
Bonneville Power Administration at the Commission, and it should continue at 
Bonneville rate of around 2.5 mills per the level dictated by our defense needs. 
kilowatt-hour. I am at a loss to see an However, the production and sale of sub
economic advantage in such an arrange- sidized electric energy is not a proper 
ment. function of the Atomic Energy Commis
PACIFrc GAS & ELECTRIC CO. BODEGA BAY PLANT SiOn, and ShOUld not be allowed to be SO. 

Congress should not authorize an ex-
Energy will be produced at 5·62 mills penditure of $95 million for the construe

per kilowatt-hour, which is less than the . tion of the Hanford steamplant. 
cost from a conventional plant. This is I urge the Congress to be consistently 
what I call an economic advantage. progressive. The stanford linear accel-

You must remember that all costs plus erator is a great step forward. Let us 
Federal, State, and local taxes are in· not nullify that progress with the back
eluded in the company's figures, while ward step of constructing the obsolete 
the Hanford figures do not include the Hanford steamplant. 
full cost of· energy production, and no Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
taxes. the previous question. 
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The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

':'HE B-70 PROGRAM 
Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask Unan

imous consent that the gentleman from 
C~.lifornia [Mr. HIESTAND] may extend 
his remarks at this point in· the RECORD 
and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, recent 

reports that the Soviet Union has de
veloped a super bomber and the impres
sive air show which it staged over the 
weekend emphasize the importance of 
taking a close look at our defense system, 
principally, we might reexamine the 
manned bomber field. 

I speak once again for the B-70 pro
gram which could, particularly in view 
of Russia's spectacular display of air 
strength, be decisive in our life-or-death 
struggle. Has it ever been more clear 
that our admittedly marvelous B-52 
cannot be a perpetual deterrent? 

The B-70 is more than a plane; it is 
an entirely new concept and it is a 
weapons system which would be un
matched for many years to come. 

In passing the Defense Department 
appropriation bill, the House provided a 
total of $448,840,000 for the procurement 
and production of long-range bombers. 
The House Appropriations Committee 
said first preference on use of these funds 
should go for the acceleration of the 
B-70 program. However, no specific 
identification is made in the bill. 

Yet, never has the need been greater 
than it is now to reactivate-fully-the 
B-70 program. It is essential that we 
identify the above-mentioned funds di
rectly with the B-70 and its development. 

The other body, now working on our 
bill, may well give us another opportu
nity. It may be the most important de
cision on defense the Congress has ever 
been called upon to render. 

The Washington Evening Star, July 
10, carried a most significant story on 
the Russian air show and under unani
mous consent I include the article in 
the RECORD: 

Moscow, July 10.-The Soviet Union 
showed off its air might yesterday in a daz
zling display that struck Western diplomats 
as a gesture designed to strengthen Kremlin 
demands on Berlin. 

Premier Khrushchev and Cosmonaut Yugi 
Gagarin watched side by side along with a 
crowd of 50,000 while the Soviet air force 
paraded a spectacular array of new craft 
at Moscow's Tushino airfield. 

Western experts watching the show-first 
the Russians have staged since 1958-said 
the United States has nothing to match sev
eral of the entries, including a jet fighter 
that can light up a liquid rocket engine 
booster in flight to gain a tremendous rate 
of climb. 

"IMPRESSIVE SHO\V" 

The most spectacular attraction shown 
publicly for the first time was a delta wing 
bomber the announcer said had a speed sev
eral times that of sound. The plane looked 
bigger than the eight-engine U.S. B-52 and 

had four jets, two on the wingtips and two 
inboard below the wings. 

Western air attaches showed keen interest 
in a flypast of 10 heavy supersonic bombers 
which also made their first .public appear
ance. This new model's two engines were 
mounted on the rear atop the long, slender 
fuselage. It had high sweptwings and 
was comparable in size to the U.S. B-58, 
whose publicly admitted speed is 1,500 miles 
per hour. 

"A very impressive show," said the U.S. air 
at tache, Col. Melvin Neilsen. "It's evident 
the Russians have continued with the de
velopment of all classes of aircraft." 

Western observers said the show made 
clear the Russians are not pinning all their 
faith on long-range missiles alone. 

COPTER CARRIES HOUSE 

The fighters carried air-to-air rockets in
stead of conventional cannon. The new 
bombers were armed with air-to-surface 
missiles instead of bombs. 

The Russians gave advance billing to a 
vertical takeoff plane that does not depend 
on a jet thrust to get it aloft. Called a 
"screw wing plane" it was a cross between a 
plane and a helicopter. 

Two engines were mounted at the end of 
each wing, and it had two rotors atop each 
wing making it highly maneuverable and 
able to carry either troops or freight. 

Another new model was a three-tail jet
powered helicopter that landed and un
loaded a cargo of rockets. 

One novelty was a giant helicopter capable 
of hauling 180 men. It appeared carrying 
a wooden house under its belly and landed it 
on the field. The house was about the size 
of a large car trailer in the United States. 

The Soviets spiced up their show with a 
tlypast of 15 helicopters each carrying a 
trapeze on which sat a pretty girl each 
dressed in the national costume of one of 
the 15 Soviet Republics. 

Another crowd-pleasing feature was a 
mass drop of 600 men with brightly colored 
parachutes. 

Air Marshal Konstantin Vershinin who 
directed the show said in an aviation day 
article in the Communist Party newspaper 
Pravda that many of the Soviet Air Force's 
jets have no equal in the world for speed, 
altitude, and flight range. 

DEFENSE .\ND FISCAL 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent that the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CURTIS] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

since January 20, 1961, the present ad
ministration has proposed increased 
spending totaling almost $12 billion 
more than that recommended on Janu
ary 16 by President Eisenhower. Most 
of this staggering increase has been for 
nondefense purposes and has necessi
tated a record peacetime increase in our 
debt ceiling to $298 billion. In urging 
this added spending without recommend
ing a cutback in any existing programs, 
the Kennedy administration has criti
cized virtually every aspect of our Ameri
can way of life as being "neglected," 
"disturbing," ''inadequate," or "in peril." 

The President's consistent solution in 
meeting his cited problems has been to 
suggest spending today and perhaps pay-

ing tomorrow. Now we are told that it 
will probably be necessary to spend 
$3 billion to $5 billion more for defense 
purposes, again presumably without cut
back in any of the nondefense proposals. 
Apparently the Federal Government is 
to have "bureaucracy as usual" on a 
growing scale at home, while we are 
spending ever-increasing billions for 
defense throughout the world. 

There is no question that any defense 
effort that is necessary to our security 
should be made; and there is no question 
that expenditures required for national 
defense can and should be met out of 
current revenues and the American peo
ple would willingly pay the price. The 
willingness and determination on the 
part of the American people are there; 
the only thing lacking is decisive leadel'
ship to delineate our problems and de
fine our purposes. The President owes 
it to the American people to tell us how 
these somewhat conflicting and compet
ing military and nonmilitary programs 
will be simultaneously accomplished 
without destroying confidence in the 
value of the dollar, an event which would 
serve Mr. Khrushchev's purpose better 
than almost any other possible occur
rence. 

The President should tell the Ameri
can people what has occurred in recent 
months that was not previously foreseen 
to require now that billions of dollars 
more be added to the $43 billion already 
being spent for our security. The Ameri
can people would also like to have these 
questions answered: Has the Kennedy 
campaign tactic of downgrading America 
to second-class status been so convinc
ing that Mr.- Khrushchev has been en
couraged to new boldness? Has our 
bungling in Cuba encouraged Mr. Khru_. 
shchev to think we will bungle in Ber
lin? Is the fact that Mr. Acheson is 
reported to be an influential adviser 
without portfolio to the President on 
foreign affairs an encouragement to Mr. 
Khrushchev to think that America will 
return to a policy of appeasement? Does 
Mr. Khrushchev think that we will offer 
him a tractor deal too? Does Mr. Khru
shchev plan to strike before Mr. Kennedy 
completes his on-the-job training in na
tional and world leadership? 

The time is urgently at hand for the 
Kennedy administration to realize that 
tllf' Red imperialists will not stop their 
insidious scheming or their blustery 
pelligerence because of an American 
threat of future spending. We cannot 
deal with a July 1961 crisis by demands 
on the Treasury to finance weapons to 
be available to us 3 years hence. Dol
lars contained in an appropriations bill 
this year will not solve the problem of 
Laos this summer or the crisis of Berlin 
this fall. What we need is a demonstra
tion by the administration of steadfast 
purposes and confident determination to 
use the tools at hand to meet the crisis 
at hand. 

The Democratic promise during the 
campaign to get America moving must 
not now be allowed to mean moving 
timidly away from Communist challenge 
or moving evasively away from our in
ternational commitments. The promise 
to get America moving cannot be ful-
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filled if the only place we .are moving is 
through the front., back, and side doors 
of the ':i'reasury Department. The .ad
ministration must realize that the free 
world will be confronted with disaster 
if America follows a foreign policy of 
reaction only that is restricted in di
rection to defensive maneuver in re
sponse to a relentless Communist initia
tive. Also, in evaluating urgent national 
needs the administration must recog
nize that the only economic progress 
that will mean anything to the American 
people is progress accomplished within 
the framework of fiscal sanity. 

The Kennedy administration has an 
urgent obligation to deal frankly and 
forthrightly in informing the American 
people as to our military capability to 
meet the Communist threat anywhere 
in the world and our fiscal capability to 
simultaneously finance the New Frontier 
on the home front. If we cannot do 
beth, we must recognize that fact and 
select the course that will responsibly 
provide for dealing with the most urgent 
task ·first. 

In conJunction with these remarks I 
wish to include a calm and well-rea
soned editorial appearing .in yesterday 
morning's ·Christian Science ·Monitor en
titled "Check Those Assumptions"; 

[From the Christian Science Monitor, 
July 11, 1961] 

CHECK· THOSE ASSUMPTIONS 

Conclusion jumping is not a safe cold-war 
pastime. Yet it is being rather freely in
dulged in following the latest Soviet mili
tary gestures. Premier Khrushchev's display 
of ne:w airplane models and his statement 
that .he is suspending announced cuts in the 
Soviet defense budget are producing too 
many unwarranted assumptions. 

Citizens in member nations of the Western 
Alliance do not possess the detailed infor
mation to judge the degree of threat in
volved in either move. .But :they can readily 
note that these are publlcized gestUies, pre
sumably 1ntended for propaganda effects. 
And they do have an obligation not to panic 
or push their own leaders into ill-considered 
action. Certain information ls available 
which can help. 

It ls highly unwise to take official Moscow 
statements about mllitary measures as a true 
guide~ The formal defense budget never in
cludes all arms expenditures . .Mr. KhrU
shchev would undoubtedly like to reduce 
defense costs which taR:e one-quarter of the 
national income. But there have peen indi
cations that demobilization measures were 
causing some dlffictilties for him at home. · 

If .he can achieve necessary internal ad
justments and at the same time make propa
ganda abroad so much the better from hi!3 
standpoint. In any case his words are not 
safe barometers of Soviet -strength. Neither 
is the showing off of a few new planes. Too 
often in th'e past the display of a new model 
in Moscow has spurred a whole building 
program in Washington. 

Ten years ago a lot of Am·ericans became 
alarmed by the Bison, a Sovlet bomber that 
was supposed to be the last w.ard. Its pro
duction in great numbers was assumed. That 
assumption partly based a drive for new 
American fle~ts and the continued building 
of the B-36 long after it was obsolete. Then 
it turned out that less than a dozen Bisons 
were ever built. What was saved m ay have 
gone into big rocket boosters. 

Right there we iind another instance o! 
j umping to conclusions. Ever since sput
nik many Americans have assumed that the 
Soviet Un'lon possessed enough ICBM's to 
wipe every city in the West off the map. 

CVII--785 

"Missile gap" became a popular · bogy-and 
a piUar o! policy. l3ut Jately -the experts 
:have leaned to the vlew that Moscow has 
a limited number of long-range m!Ssiles, 
The Russians have conducted relatively few 
missile tests. They have made no salvo 
tests (the simultaneous firings that would 
be required for a general surprise attack). 

Indeed, Hanson Ba:Idwln, one of the sound
est military rommentators, now estimates 
that by the time the Soviet Union gets 150 
ICBM'S {1962-64) the United States will 
have as many or more. This does not count 
the Polaris (which so far appears to leave 
.a gap -on the Soviet side) or some '2,000 jet 
bombers. The Soviet plane display may 
spur the effort Congress is making already 
to spend another hal! billion on bombers. 

In this connection some Congressmen 
point out that nuclear warheads have 
never been detonated after a missile flight, 
.and that successful firing cannot be as
sumed. Although technicians have no 
doubts the fact is that pushbutton devasta
tion cannot be assumed. Neither, of course, 
'is it safe to a-ssume that~. Khrushchev is 
not increasing his military power. But 
men of steady purpose will seek the facts 
behind words and ·gestures intended to up
set them. Th.ey will check the te~n:ptation 
to shape policy by hasty assumptions. 

CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ACT 
Mr. KEITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. MoRSE] may extend 
his remarks at tllis point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER ·pro tempore. Is there 
{)bjection to the request of the gentleman 
.from Massachusetts-? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, we live in 

.an age when our national oversights and 
delinquencies--real or imaginary-are 
labeled "gaps" by Madison A venue. 

The "gap" l hope to close by the leg-is .. 
lation I am today introducing is a very 
'real one. 
· Under present 1aw, service men and 
women, who are· hospitalized Immedi
ately upon or before separation .from 
service be·cause of ·a service-connected 
disability, are not granted retirement 
credit during hospitalization. The "gap" 
that results-between a man's military 
service and his return to civilian em
ployment-is obvious. It is time doubly 
lost, and just benefits unjustly withheld. 

My bill would amend the Civil Service 
Retirement Act so that retirement credit 
would be provided for periods of hospi
"talization for service-connected disabili
ties immediately following discharge 
from service. It is my understanding 
that my able colleagues who serve on the 
House Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service will be considering overall 
"revision of the Retirement Act, and I 
feel confident they will not ignore this 
"gap" in it. 

NATION'S CLEANEST TOWN 
Mr. LIDONATI. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New Jersey IMr. ADDONIZIOJ may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempol'e. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 

. Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, it is 
most gratifying to me that the lovely 
city of EaEt Orange in the 11th District 
of New Jersey has been designated the 
.. 'Nation's Cleanest 'Town" in a national 
program sponsored by the National 
Clean Up......:Paint Up-Fix Up Bureau. 
The grand national award, the Ernest T. 
Trigg trophy, is the highest tribute paid 
any community for demonstrating the 
greatest degree of improvement in com
munity development and betterment. 

In addition to the top award, honors 
were conferred on -cities in eight ·separate 
population categories; East Orange was 
selected as the outstanding community 
in the 50,00'0 to 100,000 population class. 
This a ward was also made to East 
Orange in the 1959 contest in which it 
also won the First Time Entry Award. 

In presenting the award, the bureau's 
president, Joseph F. Battley, com
mented: 

As a .relative newcomer, .East Orange has 
demonstrated that the old-fashioned con
cept o'f interdependent community ls st111 
very much anve. The physical advantages of 
a clean up-paint up-fix up campaign-im
provement of homes and industrtal sites and 
.general beautification of the city-are easily 
observed. Not so apparent are the benefits 
derived from bringing a. community together 
in a .coordinated effort and the fostering of 
civic pride. Mayor Kelly bas done this and 
should be proud of the achievement of all 
the people of his city. 

With the staggering problems that 
confront our cities today, it is hearten
ing that so many municipalities are 
taking constructive, practical action -to 
improve the cleanliness and attractive
ness of public and private property. As 
the able mayor of East Orange. the Hon
-orable James \V. Kelly, Jr., pointed out, 
the hard work and desire of the citizens 
to make the community a better place 
in which to live and work made the 
.award possible. I know, however, that 
the citizens will agree that the leadership 
must be exerted by the municipal gov
ernment. The city -of East Orange and 
the other winning cities have sllown how 
much can be accomplished through the 
joint efforts of the officials and residents 
in preventing the decay and disrepair 
.which result in slums with all their at
_tendant evils. The clean-up, paint-up, 
fix-up community development program 
.has been well described as the ounce of 
prevention that can mean the difference 
between a neighborhood stripped of its 
·dvic, economic, and esthetic value and 
·a haPPY healthy place in which to live. 
There are more than 6,000 communities 
listed on the national honor roll of par
ticipating communities, and the number 
of entries in the annual contest is 
·steadily increasing. I hope that their 
l·anks will continue to grow as more and 
more communities respond to the chal
lenge to provide their citizens with an 
opportunity for better living· in attractive 
and ordered surroundings. May I sug
gest to my colleagues that they encour
.age the cities and towns in their districts 
to participate in this useful program. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the city of 
East Orange is entitled to recognition by 
the Congress for this notahle civic 
achievement. I am pleased to introduce 
in the House a resolution that is being 
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sponsored in the Senat.e by the- Honor
able HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, of New 
Jersey, extending the greetings and 
felicitations of the Congress to the city 
of East Orange for the · presentation to 
it of the Grand National Award in the 
1960 national cleanest town contest. 

U.S. FOREIGN Al~ 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York [Mr. HALPERN], is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I have 
introduced four bills as proposed amend
ments to the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and the appropriations bill that 
will implement the Foreign Assistance 
Act. They are H.R. 8078, H.R. 8079, 
H.R. 8080, and H.R. 8081. 

The bills have two objectives: first, to 
make it clear · in unequivocal, forceful 
language, that the Congress does not 
intend U.S. foreign aid to be used to as
sist nations that discriminate against 
American citizens on the basis of their 
race or religion; and second, to state, 
once again, that Congress believes in the 
principles of freedom of navigation in 
international waterways and economic 
. cooperation among nations, and does 
not wish foreign aid used to assist na
tions that engage in economic warfare, 
blockades, boycotts, and interference 
with freedom of navigation. 

Mr. Speaker, my bills are aimed at 
restoring the strong language of pre
vious foreign aid legislation in opposi
tion to the Arab boycott and Arab dis
crimination against Americans of the 
Jewish faith. 

For years, members of the Arab 
League have been discriminating against 
American citizens of the Jewish faith 
by refusing to let them travel in Arab 
countries, solely because they are Jew
ish, and by refusing to let them do busi
ness in Arab countries, solely because 
they are Jewish. At the same time, the 
Arab nations have engaged in an 
economic boycott against Israel that has 
resulted in blacklisting of American 
ships and firms and refusal of access to 
the Suez Canal. 

To meet this blatant and entirely un
justified discrimination by Arab coun
tries, Congress in its wisdom wrote into 
the Mutual Security Act of 1960 power
ful language indicating its opposition to 
economic boycotts and blockades and 
interference with freedom of navigation 
in international waterways. It directed 
the administration to give effect to the 
principles enunciated in the bill in ad
ministering the foreign-aid program. 
Later in the year, Congress wrote into 
the Mutual Security Appropriations Act 
equally strong language stating its op
position to Arab discrimination against 
U.S. citizens on grounds of race or reli
gion and directing foreign aid programs 
to be administered in accord with this 
stated position of Congress. 

Despite the clear position of Congress 
on these matters, Mr. Speaker, and de
spite its own stated intention-set forth 
by President Kennedy in his foreign-aid 
message-to link requirements for social 
justice and morality with receipt of for-

eign=aid from the United States, . the 
administra-tion this year included in the 
Foreign Assistance Act it sent to Congress 
much weaker language on Arab discrim
ination than was actually written into 
the 1960 acts. 

The language inserted in this year's 
administration bill is woefully insuffi
cient. . It is only a pale carbon copy of 
last year's, a watered-down version that 
gives the impression we are retreating 
and are preparing to acquiesce in Arab 
discrimination, that gives the impression 
we are preparing to permit Arab dis
crimination of the most blatant kind 
against U.S. citizens. 

It is a retreat from what Congress has 
clearly stated in the past. Such a re
treat would easily be misinterpreted 
·abroad and would encourage further dis
crimination against American citizens 
·and businesses. 

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, I was dismayed 
to read reports that the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee has been consider
ing deleting even the weak language of 
the administration version. This would 
be like rubbing salt into the wound. Ac
tually, we must make it clear that Con
gress has not changed its position and 
is even more determined than ever not 
to acquiesce in Arab discrimination . 

Mr. Speaker, it is for this reason that 
I have introduced the four bills I men
-tioned earlier. They would make it ab
solutely clear that Congress does not 
intend to retreat, does not intend to 
weaken previous language, does not in
tend in any way to acquiesce in Arab 
discrimination and boyco_tts. 

Mr. Speaker, a crucial question, a 
question of principle, is involved here. 
Shall this great and democratic nation 
permit countries which are receiving 
economic aid from our hands to prac
tice discrimination against American 
citizens because of their race or religion? 
That is the question. The answer is 
that we must not agree to this discrim
ination, that we must make our opposi
tion to it clear in very strong language. 

The proposed amendments in my bills 
would write into the act unqualified, 
unequivocal language and would.. serve 
notice to the world that the United 
States expects the recipients of its for
eign aid to adhere to morality and 
justice. 

This would be consistent with the 
President's own newly announced policy 
of linking foreign aid with social justice 
and morality. 

My thoughts on the need for amend
ments such as I am proposing were out
lined in my testimony last week, on July 
6, before the House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee holding hearings on the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. Mr. Speaker, 
under unanimous consent I insert at 
this point in the RECORD the portion of 
my testimony, together with supporting 
material, dealing with amendments I 
have proposed: 
EXCERPT FROM JULY 6 TESTIMONY OF REPRE

SENTATIVE SEYMOUR HALPERN BEFORE HOUSE 
FOREIGN .AFFAmS COMMITTEE 

Mr. Chairman, I was pleased when the 
President in his March 22 message put great 
emphasis on reforms being undertaken by 
recipients of U.S. foreign aid. I strongly 

urge the committee, in its AID, bill, to give 
_clear and unequiv9Cal endorsement to this 
principle of reform as a concomitant of aid. 

It is high time, Mr. Chair_Il).an, that na
tions realize that they cannot take Anieri
can foreign assistance for granted. They 
must qualify through their conduct for such 
aid. · 

Too frequently, our concepts and our Gov
ernment itself are insulted both in deed and 
in word without fear. While I realize that 
a momentary misstep by a recipient nation 
should not be punished by th~ abolishment 
of our development assistanc·e, nevertheless 
standards of conduct should be measured 
up to. · · 

This con~pt of iinking morality, social 
justice, and adheren ce to international law 
to our foreign assistance program is not n ew. 
It was recognized in several sections of t .h e 
Mutual Security Act of 1954, as amended, 
ar.d in the Appropriation Acts. 

When members of the Arab League ex
tended their quarrel with Israel by blatantly 
discriminating against American citizens 
and Americ'an businesses engaged in legiti
mate commerce or ·travel-when Egypt's 
Nasser held up American ships and com
merce and international traffic through the 
Suez Canal in violation of U.N. decrees, Con
gress in its wisdom adopted provisions in 
both the Mutual Security Act and the Mu
·tual Security Appropriation Acts (as well as 
the Lehman resolution in the Senate of 
wh ich the President was a cosponsor)" ex
pr~ssing its feeling of repugnance (to para
phrase the language in the statute) against 
such actions. 

Section 102, "Statement of Policy," of the 
pending bill is, in part, a restatement of 
these previous congressional declarations. 
This part of section 102 to which I refer 
states: 

"In addition, the Congress declares that it 
is the policy of the United States to support 
the principles of increased economic cooper
ation and trade among nations, ·freedom of 
navigation in international waterways, and 
recognition of the right of all private persons 
to travel and pursue their lawful activities 
·without discrimination as to race or religion. 
Accordingly, the Congress hereby affirms -it to 
be the policy of the United States to make 
·assistance available under this part in scope 
and on a basis of long-range continuity es
sentially to the creation of the environment 
in which the energies of the peoples of the 
world can be devoted to constructive pur
poses, free of pressure and erosion by the ad
versaries of freedom." 

It follows the pledges made in the major 
party platforms. The Republicans stated: 

"To seek an end to transit and trade re
strictions, blockades and boycotts. 

"To secure freedom of navigation in inter• 
national waterways, the cessation of discrim
ination against Americans on the basis o:f 
religious beliefs." 

The Democrats, on their part, stated: 
"We will encourage an end to boycotts 

and blockades, and unrestricted use of the 
Suez Canal by all nations." 

The Legislature of my own State of New 
York adopted on March 24, 1961, a resolution 
on this issue. 

Recently Senator KEATING and I inquired 
of the · State Department about steps taken, 
if any, to implement the will of Congress, 
regarding these qualifications to the foreign 
aid bills. The replies were, to say the least, 
equivocal. 

Mr. Chairman, I consider the language in 
section 102 insufficient. It is, in effect, a. 
retreat from what the Congress has quite 
clearly stated in past years. Such a retreat 
would easily be misinterpreted abroad and 
would encourage further discrimination 
against American citizens and business. 

I, therefore, urge that the committee con
sider strengthening the pending bill to bring 
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tt ln llne 'W.lth the mucll .stronger tancua.ge 
enacte4 into the 'llutua.l Securl'tf Appto
priation Act of 1"961, aectl<m. 1 of whtcll 
reads as follows: 

"SEC. l.OS. It 1s the !Sense Gf Congress :that 
any attempt by fOI'elgn na1;kma to cr.e-ata 
dlatillctlon.a because of 1Jlelr race or T.ellglon 
~nr American clUzena tn the gra.nttng nt 
personal or .eommer.elal .access or any other 
rlgb.ta otherwise 1i.\'.a1lable to United States 
citizens -generally is Tepugnant to our prill· 
cipler, •nd tn .an negotiations between ;the 
United States and. any 'fare-n state arlslng 
as a result of funds appraprt:ated under this 
title these prln.elples shall be applied as the 
President may determine." 

By thus strengthening the language of 
the pencltng blll the Congress would not be 
wealtenlng its pGSitlon from that previously 
enacted. · 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly "Urge the commit· 
tee to ·.adopt an amendment .along the lines 
of thls language I ha'ie o1fered. And I urge 
that tt be included as a separate section of 
the bfil to emphasize its meaning. 

Whlle I believe the bill 'Should be strength
ened. lt 1:1eems to me that there is little point 
ln -d.olng so if the executive departments 
continue to ignore the wlll of the Congress, 
a wm whtch has been clearly spelled out on 
several prevlous occasions. In elteet some
thing more is required than 1nser.tion of a 
word here, deletion of a word there or the 
turning of a betfer phrase. I, therefore, 
urge that the committee in its report call 
partleular attention to this Issue 'ami -em ph a
-sia th'at the Congress wishes full force gi-ven 
to its 'Wishes-wisbes which have b-een 
clearly rez:pressed in prior blll.s 'and reso1u
tions, in congressional repor~ a~d numerous 
]>ublle statements or members of tllis body, 
as wen u in the-platforms of the two ·great 
parties and by the Presltient both in th-e 
campaign and in his service in the 'Senate. 

I further suggest, Mr. Chairman, that in 
submitting the reports required by section 
204: o'f the bi11, ,the f;lt~te Department make 
pa.Ttlcular reference to activities with respect 
1;o 'the · gual1Ulteeing of rights of American 
citizens abroad, fr-eedom of the seas and the 
safeguarding of Amer1can ships and cargoes 
]>assing "through intern~tlonal waterways.-

Mr. Chairman. thls is .a vltal issue which 
cannot be stressed too much. .It is basic to 
our 1deals and goes to the core of the pur-
pose of thls legislation. . 

In emphasizing the need tar such a strong 
antidiscrimination provision, I believe it 
woUld nere · ser-ve a constructive purpose to 
.add .a personal note. It highlights th.e fact 
that certain .Arab States have little Intention 
of adhering to .our recent doctrln.e that links 
r.eform .and .social justice to aid. They are 
willing to accept our ..aid but are unwilling 
to lift insulting restrictions against Ameri· 
can nationals. 
. Mr.s. Halpern and I have been contemplat
ing traveling abroad after the adjournment 
of COngress. The itinerary we are consider
ing includes a number of the emerging 'Coun
tries ·of Africa and Asia. Our trip i'S planned 
as a private vacation and will not be und·er
taken at public expense. Although I .en
vision the trip as a personal tour, .I would 
naturally like to observe conditions .abroad, 
especially Jn those .economies related ta our 
own through business afllliations, Govern
ment aid pr.ograms. loans .and participation 
in international finance agencies . .I am par
ticularly interested in these .subjects as a 
member -of the House Banking and Gurnn
cy Committee and its Subcommittee No. 1, 
which oovers lnternaiion.ai finance. Zn aruii
tion., the trip would prov.tde lnv.aluable back
ground for -decisions, as .a Member of Con
gress, .on votes on various .authorlaation and 
appropriation bU.ls involving aid to under
developed count:d.es. 

In making plans ~or our tl'llp • .Mrs. Hal· 
pern and J; sought 1ntor.m.at1on on alrllne 

schedules for the propose4 aT.ea of the tour. It is interesting to note tb&t 'the Justlee 
I am Indignant to Jearn that Saudi Arabi~ Department ~n June :26 ft1ec:l ~utt with re
a n&tlca. reeet.tnc •ubatantial -economic and spect "to the Molsant Intema.tlonal Airport at 
milliary uslatance .trom the United. States, New Orleans. La., requesting a ,preltmlnary 
informed the CQDlln-erctal airitnes -&en'lng injunction enjoining discrimination :against 
Dhahran. a :atop 'On our itinerary, that Amer- Negr.oes and refusal to 11erv.e th~ tn a. man
Jeans ot m~ zeUgious faith .are not permitt.ed ner ~ual to white GltiZens. The suit u 
to enter Saudi Ara.blaJ 'f:ithet aa tourists or based on the ~t that the alrpol't 'W&S con
eyen simply tor Jayovers at the airport whlle structed in. large part with Pederal 'funds. 
en route elsewhere. This policy of the Saudi Yet, with respect to 'the tennlnai 'facl1ltles 
Arabian Government is not!imited to private and the commercial airport at Dhahran, Fed· 
citizens of the Jewish faith. but apparently er.al funds were used and American citluns 
extends also to U.s. Government oftlciaJ.s, of the Jewlsh faith are not allowed 'to use 
J.~luding lOA .and ·state Department per- -these facilttl.es to .anv extent-not even on a 
sonnel. as well as officers and men of the .segregated buis. I cannot aceepl the in
U.S. Armed Forces whose duties might re- -consistencr or the double -standard for New 
quire assignment to the airfield used by Orlean'S and Dhahran. 
-ourGovernment in Dh"ahran. In Saudi Arabia we appeased King · Saud 

Am I to understand, then, that a Membei" and agreed not to stati~n U.S. Air Force 
of Congress is to be denied access to Saudi -personnel -of Jewish faith at the field leased 
Arabia, to development projects financed by at Dha'hran. Now, -despite our· heavy flnan· 
Americall taxpayers -of aJ.l faiths? Must · a 'Cla.l investment 'in that 1leld and our sur
U.S. official, an Air Force pilot, a ·.private Tender of prlnclple-1~ etf-eet translating for· 
citizen, a Con£l'essman obtain a "security elgn bla'S Into U.S. Government religious 
-clearance" on the basis of his religious con- 'differentiation among members -of our own 
victions in order to visit American-finaneed Air Poree-we are being evicted, effective in 
facillties in Saudt Arabia? less than a year from all use of the .field. 

Saudl Arabia is .not the Gniy country prac- Saudi Arabi& fmther repai-d us when its 
tieing religious discrimination as a matter of United Nations delegation led the attack on 
national policy against American Jews. I our country on the CUban Issue at the U.N. 
refer you to the "Official Airline Guide," Yet, -after all thl-s · 'tran-spired, the Inter
which is published for t:l;le :Air Traflic Con· · national COoperation Adm1nlstr.atlon in 
terence of America and the .International completing work on the civil terminal at 
.Air Transport Association. and which is a Dhahran that I am not permitted to visit . 
.standard guide on -travel regulations used But it is not ·an issue of personal uut-, 
b]' airlines and travel agents thToughout the rage. .I simply cannot understand our policy 
United .states. This official publication of buildin~ facll1ties which dlscrlmlnate. 
dearly .shows whieh airlines service the area. Only a few weeks ago an American lacly's 
andre.veals det-ailed restrictions covering per- TWA fl.lght 'happened to land at Dllahran 
sons ot the Jewish faith. · to xeruel on a llight from 'Bombay. The 

.Following are a few excerpts: Americ.an crew, on learning she was Jewlsb, 
Ill the Mar-eh-Ma.y 1961 edition of the Of- became terrified Ior her safety and vlrtually 

ficial .Airline Guide, part 3, it is noted on hid ber aboard the plane until It took oft', 
page 6 that waiver .of visa while transiting wltllho1dlng her u.s. passport .!rom Saudi 
Egypt by air is "~ot applicable to persons customs oDlcials. This pArticular lady. it 
<>f the .Jewish faith." happenf!, wa.s .so patrlotically inclined dur1ng 

· _ <>n page a is a special note which r-eads as World War II that she joined the WAC's and 
follows; served with devotion. It is but one example 

"Israeli subjects • .Jewish nationais or per- .of a 'rJdiculous and ignominious situation in 
sons of the .Jewish faith, r-egardless of the which the State Department is falling to pro

. passport they hold. may not enter Syria even teet our citizens while continuLng aid ro 
for transit purposes. except those transiting various Arab States that practice Nazi-like 
.M_ezze Airport (Damascus) on the same air·. policies with seeming impunity. 
.craft and provided they remain aboard the I raised 'these matters with the ·State De-
aircraft durl'ng the transit pertod." partment and reeeived an evasive and unre-

On page H the Guide states .as one re- .sponsive answer. The State Department 
quirement for entry to Jordan through the said, in effect, that I might be a subversive 
Mamlelbaum gate 'that trav-elers "hold a agent af Israel in the Arab 'View anti 
<:hurcll certifleate whtch establishes that they Jnlmical to Arab security :interests. The 
are llOt of the Jewish' faith... State Department said. th-at "pressure or 

On page 16 the Guide .states: "The follow- · .coercton,~J as they phrased it. was unlikely 
ing persons are prohibited from entering to t!!llminate Arabian bigotry against Am.eri
.Jordan: (a) nationals of Israel, persons of cans of Jewish faith. However, the same 
.Jewish 1aith, and members of .Jehovah's state Department is horrtn.ed .here in the 
Witnesses." District of Columbia and elsewhere in 

.I learn with horror that Jordan, recipient Amerlca wh-en .an African student or another 
of $230 million in aid from the United 
states thro~h 1960• requires our citizens foreigner encounters discrimination. Mind 

you, discrimination not from the U.S. Gov
to provide a "church certificate which estab· ernment, but from some individual restau-
1ishes that they are not of the Jewish faith" rant owner or landlord. so I can only con
in order to enter th-e country. Our assist-
ance funds may enter but -our people may elude that the Department takes a different 
not, if of Jewish faith, regard.less of whether view o"f dlscrimlnation by American indi
they are state Departm.ent or point 4 oftlcers victuals against foreigners than it does of 
.or e:ven members of the President's own Cab- official governmental poUcies of total re
!net4 the distinguished Secretaries of Labor, striction by Arab regimes that do not even 
and Health • .Education, and. W~fare, and to permit Americans of my faith to set foot in 
.Mem.bers of Congress who vote appropria.- those countries. 
tiona for air termtnal building they may not On tbe very same day. June 22, the state 
enter. Depa.rtment wrote me a lengthy communlca-

At a time when we had to dispatch :U.S. t.ton justtfying 1ts refusal to Implement the 
marshaLs to protect the civil rights {)'f -Our t ted f t 
citizens of Alabama, l cannot believe we wiil s a . sense G he Congress, contained in 
again cUspatcll ald to foreign nations that section 108 to which I referred earlier. A 
discriminate even against American oftlcials eontradi-ctory opinion came from another 
of Jewish falth dispensing aid to -sustain voi-ce 1n the executive department. 'Mr. 
ieudali.siic and tyrAn.llical regimes. R. .Sa-rgent Shriver, Director of the Peace 

Couki it be t.hat thla pattern ot dlserimlna· Corps, told the Senate Foreign Relations 
:tJ.on also ·appllea 'to .Miem:bers ot Congress who Committee that the Peace Corps would not 
:vote .a,ppro,pl'J.a.t.tons. for a1r termlaal bUil<l- aid nations that -differentiated among Ameri
lngs they may not enter? cans on a basis o! il'ace or religlGn. He cited 
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section 108 of the act we adopted and de
clared "we do not enter into agreements 
* * * which have standards that are un
acceptable to the Congress or to the Ameri
can people." 

But it now appears that, unless the amend
ment I propose is adopted, the State De
partment may have the final say in its 
apparent determination to ignore the sense 
of Congress heretofore expressed in section 
108. 

Today I learn from reliable press reports, 
to my great dismay, that the new, weaker 
clause to which I referred faces elimination 
by the initiative of the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee with 
the reported concurrence of the State De
partment. The press reported that Assistant 
Secretary Talbot told the Senate committee 
that the latest antibias clause was not re
flective of the Department's thinking but was 
submitted to Congress by President Kennedy 
to indicate administration policy. Mr. Tal
bot was quoted as stating that the clause 
could be stricken without objection from his 
Department and that it served no useful 
purpose. 

It is my hope that the Senate committee 
retains the provision against bias in the leg
islation sent to us by the White House. Our 
citizens, merely because of religious faith, 
are systematically barred from Saudi Arabia, 
Jordan, Syria, Yemen, Lebanon, and Iraq, 
and face insulting but lesser restrictions in 
Egypt. 

It is my proposal that we reject the im
position by foreign nations of religious dis
crimination against our citizens by adding 
such wording as you may deem appropriate 
to this legislation, authorizing severance of 
aid to any nation that persists in discrimina
tion. I feel that the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs should not only retain the 
antibias clause submitted by President Ken
nedy but strengthen it to authorize termi
nation of assistance to any nation that im
poses religious or racial barriers against 
American citizens. 

If it please the committee, I would like 
to submit for the record the exchanges on 
this matter between myself and the State 
Department. 

The documents of the exchanges are as 
follows: 

1. Letter from William S. King, acting 
secretary of Senate of New York State, to 
Representative HALPERN transmitting New 
York State Senate resolution on Arab boy
cotts and discrimination, March 30, 1961. 

2. Text of New York State Senate resolu
tion on Arab boycotts and discrimination. 

3. June 2, 1961, letter from Assistant Sec
retary of State Brooks Hays to Representa
tive HALPERN. 

4. June 9, 1961, letter from Representative 
HALPERN to Secretary of State Dean Rusk. 

5. June 22, 1961, reply from Assistant Sec
retary Hays. 

6. June 29, 1961, response by Mr. HALPERN 
to Secretary Rusk. 

THE SENATE, STATE OF NEW YORK, 
Albany, N.Y., March 30, 1961. 

Hon. SEYMOUR HALPERN, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I am enclosing a copy 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 131, 
adopted by the senate on March 24, 1961, 
and concurred in by the assembly on March 
25, 1961, memorializing the Department of 
State of the United States to take steps to 
discourage and nullify the effects of trade 
restrictions, blockades and boycotts by the 
nations comprising the Arab League against 
American citizens of the Jewish faith and 
against American companies controlled or 
managed by such citizens. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM S. KING, 

Acting Secretary· of the senate. 

RESOLUTION 131 
Concurrent resolution memorializing the De

partment of State of ' the ·United States to 
take steps to discourage and nullify the 
effects of trade restrictions, blockades, and 
boycotts by the nations comprising the 
Arab League against American citizens 
of the Jewish faith and against American 
companies controlled or managed by such 
citizens 
Whereas Arab nations, including the 

United Arab Republic, Iraq, Jordan, Leba
non, Saudi Arabia, Yemen, Libya, Sudan, 
Tunisia, and Morocco, functioning as the 
Arab League, have been conducting a boycott 
of American citizens, business, and indus
try; and 

Whereas the Arab League has blacklisted 
all American ships which have touched at 
Israel ports of call; and 

Whereas American firms doing business 
with Israel are cut off from trade with Arab 
countries; and 

Whereas most American companies con
trolle? or managed, partially or wholly, by 
Amencans of the Jewish faith are not per
mitted to establish commercial relationships 
with countries that are members of the Arab 
League; and 

Whereas American servicemen and Armed 
Forces employees of the Jewish faith are not 
permitted to serve at the Dhahran Airbase 
in Saudi Arabia; and 

Whereas American citizens of the Jewish 
faith are generally not permitted to disem
bark on Arab soil, by land, sea, or air; and 

Whereas approximately 500 American busi
ness firms during 1960 received warnings 
through the U.S. mails from Arab boycott 
officers in Damascus and Kuwait that if 
Americans have commercial dealings with 
Israel, they must forgo doing business with 
Arab countries; and 

Whereas individual Hollywood motion pic
ture stars have also been blacklisted; and 

Whereas American citizens of the Jewish 
faith are generally excluded from private 
employment in any capacity in any Arab 
owned or controlled company; and 

Whereas the U.S. Navy reserves the option 
to cancel the charter of any vessel carrying 
Navy cargo, if any Arab country refuses to 
allow the vessel to load or unload cargo, be
cause the ship's charterers or owners have 
previously done business with Israel; and 

Whereas with the approval of the Depart
ment of Agriculture, Commodity Credit 
Corporation, and the U.S. Navy, contracts 
for the shipment of U.S. surplus wheat to 
the United Arab Republic provide that the 
vessel may not have traded at Israeli ports; 
and 

Whereas the Democratic Party platform 
of 1960 pledged the protection of the rights 
of American citizens to travel, to pursue 
lawful trade, and to engage in other lawful 
activities abroad without distinction as to 
race or religion; and has further pledged to 
oppose any international agreement or 
treaty which by its terms or practices dis
criminates against American citizens on 
grounds of race, or religion; and 

Whereas the Republican Party platform 
of 1960 pledged to seek an end to transit 
and trade restrictions, blockades and black
lists, and further pledged to secure freedom 
of navigation on international waterways 
and the cessati~n of discrimination against 
Americans on the basis of religious beliefs: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved (if the assembly concur), That 
the Department of State be and is hereby 
respectfully memorialized (a) to take a firm 
position against Arab interference in the 
conduct of the affairs of American citizens 
and businessmen; 

(b) to .abstain from any cooperation with 
Arab League boycott activities and pollcies; 

(c) to resist any efforts by. Arab nations 
to maintain or widen its boycott activities in 
the United States, and 

(d)· to exert all possible efforts and utilize 
its resources to the fulfillment of the r.pirit 
and purposes of this resolution, and it is 
further 

'Resolved (if the assembly concur), That 
copies of this resolution be transmitted to 
the President of the United States, to the 
Secretary of State of the United States and 
to each Member of the Congress of the United 
States duly elected from the State of New 
York, and that they later be urged to devote 
themselves to the task of accomplishing the 
purposes of this resolution. 

By order of the Senate. 
WILLIAM S. KING, 

Acting Secretary. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
Washington, June 2, t961. 

Hon. SEYMOUR HALPERN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. HALPERN: I have for reply your 
letter of May 12, 1961, to the Secretary which 
transmits a copy of a concurrent resolution 
adopted 'Qy the State of New York memo
rializing the Department of State "to take 
steps to discourage and nullify the effects of 
trade restrictions, blockades and boycotts by 
the nations comprising the Arab League 
against American citizens of the Jewish faith 
_and against American companies controlled 
or managed by such citizens." Your letter 
also inquires about what steps are being 
taken by the Department or the adminis
tration 1Jo fulfill the intent of section 2 (f) 
of the Mutual Security Act, which would au
thorize the President to cut off economic 
assistance to any nation violating the princi
ple of freedom of passage through interna
tional waters. 

The Arab League boycott has been a 
cause of continuing and urgent concern to 
the Department of State. Our Government 
neither condones nor recognizes the Arab 
boycott of Israel·. We have consistently made 
clear to the appropriate governments our 
disapproval of boycott regulations, partic
ularly those providing for discriminatory 
actions which adversely affect American 
citizens or firms. Our missions in Arab 
countries have standing instructions to re
emphasize this fundamental position at 
every appropriate opportunity. In connec
tion with the warnings received by a num
ber of American firms from Arab boycott 
offices, referred to in the resolution, the 
Department took up the matter directly with 
the appropriate authorities to effect a cessa
tion of this disturbing practice. 

The Department has reviewed carefully 
the concurrent resolution and believes its 
general purport wholly consistent with U.S. 
Government attitudes. At the same time 
however, we have noted certain premise~ 
therein which are not wholly accurate. For 
example, the resolution states that U.S. 
Government agencies have condoned the 
boycott. In fact, the U.S. Navy does notre
serve the option to cancel the charter of any 
vessel because of the effect of the boycott. 
The Navy discontinued the use of the so
called "Haifa clause" on February 19, 1960, 
lest it be misconstrued as acquiescence i:o. 
boycott procedures. 

Similarly, contracts for shipments of u.s. 
surplus wheat as a gift to the United Arab 
Republic, under the provisions of titles II 
a~d III of Public Law 480, do not contain 
discriminatory or restrictive clauses. In the 

·case of shipments under title I of Public 
Law 480, which are paid for in the local cur
rency of the recipient government and where 
title to the wheat in effect passes to that 
government at dockside, the Department has 
recently investigated UAR charters. They 

·have included only a. clause prohibiting the 
vessel fro~ "calling at Israeli waters or ports 

·prior to discharge." It will be noted that 
f!UCh a cl.ause does not bear on operations of 
the vessel pr~or or subsequent to the voyages 
provided for in the charter. 
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With respect to the implementation of 

section 2(f) of the Mutual Security Act, our 
diplomatic posts throughout the world were 
informed of the details of this provision of 
the Mutual Security Act of 1960, and our 
missions in the Near East were specifically 
reminded of the Department's longstanding 
policy in favor of freedom of navigation 
through international waterways, including 
the Suez Canal. They were instructed that 
efforts should continue to be made through 
every appropriate means and at every suit
able opportunity to make clear the will of 
the American people with respect to the 
principles set forth in section 2 (f). 

In implementing these instructions, our 
field posts have suggested that we avoid 
linking Suez transit and boycott questions 
directly with assistance under the mutual 
security program and Public Law 480 in the 
belief that to do so would adversely affect 
overall U.S. interests without advancing the 
principles and purposes of section 2 (f). 
Notwithstanding the views expressed in the 
field, the Department continues to weigh how 
section 2 (f) might best be applied on each 
occasion when proposals for significant new 
assistance come under consideration. Given 
the considered opinions of our field posts, the 
Department has so far concluded that efforts 
to link our assistance under the Mutual 
Security Act and Public Law 480 not only 
would intensify the very trade and transit 
restrictions which we hope may be eliminated 
but also would play into the hands of the 
Soviet bloc by exacerbating Middle East 
tensions. 

In closing, let me assure you that the 
Department fully shares your concern that 
every effort should be made to facilitate 
progress toward a resolution of the boycott 
problem and to. eliminate discrimination in 
the use of international waterways. We shall 
continue to do whatever is feasible, effec
tive, and consistent with our national in
terest to facilitate a resolution of these 
complex issues. It remains our view that 
avoidance of coercive tactics is more likely 
to produce an atmosphere conducive to a 
settlement of the fundamental Arab-Israel 
tensions, from which these restrictions arise, 
than would unilateral economic pressure 
from the United States. 

I hope that these comments will be help
ful to you. If we can be of further assist
ance, please do not hesitate to call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
BROOKS HAYS, 

Assistant Secretary. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., June 9, 1961. 

Hon. DEAN RusK, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I respectfully Wish 
to invite your attention to a problem that 
demands action-not because I am person
ally involved-but to preserve this Nation's 
heritage of religious freedom. 

Mrs. Halpern and I have been contemplat
ing traveling abroad after the adjournment 
of Congress. The itinerary we are consider
ing includes a number of the emerging coun
tries of Africa and Asia. Our trip is planned 
as a private vacation and will not be under
taken at public expense. 

Although I envision the trip as a personal 
tour, I would naturally like to observe fiscal 
and monetary conditions abroad, especially 
in those economies related to our own 
through business affiliations, Government 
aid programs, loans, and participation in in
ternational finance agencies. I am particu
larly interested in these subjects because 
I am a member of the House Banking and 
Currency Committee and its Internationar 
Finance Subcommittee. In addition, the trip 
would provide invaluable background for my 
decisions, as a Member of Congress, on votes 

on various authorization and appropriation 
bills involving aid to underdeveloped coun
tries. 

In making plans for our trip, Mrs. Hal· 
pern and I sought information on airline 
schedules for the proposed area of the tour. 

Mr. Secretary, I am indignant to learn that 
Saudi Arabia, a nation receiving substantial 
economic and military assistance from the 
United States, informed the commercial air· 
lines serving Dhahran, a stop on our itin· 
erary, that Americans of my religious faith 
are not permitted to enter Saudi Arabia, 
either as tourists or even simply for lay
overs while en route elsewhere. 

This policy of the Saudi Arabian Govern
ment is not limited to private citizens of 
the Jewish faith, but apparently extends also 
to U.S. Government officials, including point 
4 and State Department personnel, as well 
as officers and men of the U.S. Armed Forces 
whose duties might require assignment to 
the airbase leased by our Government in 
Dhahran. 

Am I to understand, then, that a Member 
of Congress is to be denied access to Saudi 
Arabia, to a base that flies the Stars and 
Stripes, to development projects financed by 
American taxpayers of all faiths? Must a 
U.S. official, an Air Force pilot, a private 
citizen, a Congressman obtain a security 
clearance on the basis of his religious con
victions in order to visit Saudi Arabia? 

Inquiring into the matter, I was author· 
itatively informed that despite agreement of 
the U.S. executive branch to a lease that 
specifically precluded assignment of U.S. per· 
sonnel of Jewish faith to the Dhahran base, 
our Air Force is nevertheless to be barred en
tirely in less than a year. Our financial in
vestment has been heavy. The compromise 
of principle proved futile. 

Now I learn with dismay that the State 
Department recently notified King Saud that 
even though our Air Force is being ousted, 
and our citizens subjected to religious bias, 
we will continue spending money to complete 
construction this summer of a civil air ter
minal in Dhahran. This is the very terminal, 
presumably, from which I am barred. A 
similar situation apparently prevails at a 
Saudi Arabian port, Damman, where we are 
spending 20 million of American dollars on 
improvements despite Saud's arbitrary ac
tions against American Jews. 

Mr. Secretary, I am neither a freedom rider 
nor a freedom flier, but I believe in the 
freedom of U.S. Congressmen and all Amer
icans regardless of religious faith to visit 
any nation benefiting from aid provided by 
all U.S. taxpayers. 

How can the use of U.S. funds to complete 
an air terminal for a nation openly practic
ing religious discrimination against Ameri
can citizens be reconciled with our Bill of 
Rights, which makes religious freedom a 
central prnciple of our constitutional sys
tem? If "Congress shall make no law re
specting an establishment of religion or pro
hibiting the free exercise thereof," can the 
Federal Government knowingly acquiesce in 
foreign religious bigotry affecting Americans? 

Congress, in keeping.with our Federal Con
stitution, withheld funds from parochial 
schools. And, under our Constitution, no 
Federal, State or local legislature or agency 
of government may validly pursue a policy 
of religious or racial discrimination, or c.om
mit funds for discriminatory institution·s. · 
By what authority are funds designated for 
air terminals abroad where religious discrim· 
ination is practiced flagrantly against citi
zens of this Nation? I am certain that many 
colleagues share my desire for an answer to 
that question. 

Mr. Secretary, I must respectfully ask the 
State Department to explain how our aid is 
being applied, in accordance with President 
Kennedy's message to Congress linking aid 
with social justice and reform, in the light 
of Saudi Arabian policies. This is not a mat-

ter of intrusion into internal Saudi Arabian 
affairs. This is a question of whether dur
ing this session you will ask Congress to 
vote new funds for regimes that apply re
ligious or racial discrimination against 
Americans. 

Saudi Arabia is not the only country prac
ticing religious discrimination as a matter 
of national policy against American Jews. I 
refer you to the "Official Airline Guide," 
which is published for the Air-Traffic Confer
ence of America and the International Air 
Transport Association, and which is standard 
guide on travel regulations used by travel 
agents throughout the United States. 

In the May 1961 issue, part III, page 6, 
I note that a waiver of visas is applicable 
for Americans at Cairo airport provided the 
passenger's entry and departure are by air, 
but this is "not applicable to persons of 
Jewish faith.'' I learn with horror that 
Jordan, recipient of $230 million in aid. from 
the United States through 1960, requires our 
citizens to provide a "church certificate 
which establishes that they are not of the 
Jewish faith" in order to enter the country. 

The "Official Airline Guide" also states 
that "persons of Jewish faith, regardless of 
the passport they hold, may not enter Syria 
even for transit purposes except those 
transiting Mezze Airport (Damascus) on the 
same aircraft and provided they remain 
aboard the aircraft during the transit 
period." 

At a time when we had to dispatch U.S. 
marshals to protect the civil rights of our 
citizens of Alabama, I cannot believe we 
will again dispatch aid to foreign nations 
that discriminate even against American of
ficials of Jewish faith dispensing aid to sus
tain feudalistic and tyrannical regimes. 

Could it be that this pattern of discrimi
nation also applies to Members of Congress 
who vote appropriations for air terminal 
buildings they may not enter? 

The State Department recently sought to 
link anti-American discrimination with 
Israel-Arab tensions. But trouble between 
various foreign nations is no excuse for 
American acquiescence in foreign discrimi
nation against U.S. citizens. That would be 
like saying that, because of tensions between 
Ireland and Great Britain, we would con
done, for example, a decision by England to 
bar Americans of the Roman Catholic faith. 

Mr. Secretary, American citizens of the 
Jewish faith are barred, I learn, not only 
from Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Syria, but 
also from Iraq, Yemen, Lebanon, and, to some 
extent, Egypt. Now that your Department is 
organizing a new Agency for International 
Development and we have a new theory 
about linking foreign aid with requirements 
for social justice and reform, strong efforts 
on your part would seem to be indicated 
toward a policy of effectively defending the 
rights of Americans of all f~iths in the Arab 
States. 

Various ambassadors and other officials of 
the State Department are Jewish. So are 
two of your colleagues in President Ken
nedy's Cabinet, Messrs. Goldberg and Ribi
coff. I assume these gentlemen have all 
been advised that they cannot use the air 
terminal we are completing at Dhahran
even, presumably, to make a trip to aid King 
Saud with his labor or health, education 
and welfare problems. 

It seems to me mandatory to uphold our 
national dignity by denying aid to any na
tion that discriminates against Americans 
on the basis of race or religion. In fact, it 
is an obligation of our State Department to 
protect American citizens abroad and de
fend their rights. 

I fail to see any strategic advantage in fi
nancing a "segregated" air terminal that we 
know will bar Americans on a religious basis 
and that could well soon be used as a base 
for Communist-trained instructors. We 
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gained nothing from our ignominious ap
peasement of King Saudr 

Mr. Secretary. I want to know your views 
on the questions I am forced to r.aise. The 
Dhahran discrimination, particularly, is in
tolerable. Not only does it affect me,. person
ally, but it is an affront to the entire Nation 
and the citizens I represent. Thoughtful 
Americans of all faiths are deeply and in
telligently concerned about our foreign policy 
and the preservation of freedom. 

Very truly yours, 
SEYMOUR HALPERN. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, June 22, 1961. 

Hon. SEYMOUR HALPERN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. HALPERN: I have for reply your 
letter of June 9 to the Secretary of State 
which expresses your concern over informa
tion reportedly given you by unspectfled com
mercial airlines that Saudi Arabia will not 
grant you a visa for a stopover at Dhahran 
because of your religious faith and over sim
ilar discriminatory practices against Ameri
cans of Jewish faith by other Near East 
governments. 

I can well understand your indignation at 
discriminatory practices against American 
citizens of Jewish faith and would make it 
very clear that this Government, as a matter 
of policy, does not condone discriminatory 
practices of this sort against its citizens. 
Further, the Government of the United 
States would not knowingly aid or abet the 
implementation of such discriminatory prac
tices against its citizens, and is doing all in 
its power, also having in mind national se
curity and general foreign policy considera
tions, to eliminate such practices. You will 
appreciate, however, that, like the United 
States, any foreign government has the right 
to regulate or control the admission of for
eigners. The provision of U.S. aid to foreign 
governments does not impair their right to 
do so, although it. is our hope that it may 
help to create a favorable political climate 
in which we can more effectively work for 
the ultimate elimination of such discrimina
tory practices and, in the meantime, to 
assuage their adverse effects on American 
citizens. 

r want to assure you that if you choose to 
submit an application !or a Saudi Arabian 
visa, the Department of State will most cer
tainly do what it can to support your appli
cation, although I should also tell you quite 
frankly that we can by no means be as
sured of succesS'. Saudi Arabia and other 
Arab States contend that they; have no de
sire. to discriminate against Amerlca:n citi
zens on grounds of religion, but that as long 
as the Arab-Israel conflict continues, they 
will normally refuse entry to persons who 
have strongly supported Zionism or Israel. 
Rightly or wrongly, they view such activity 
as inimical to their security interests. I 
mention this not to suggest that the Depart
ment o:f State in any way endorses this view, 
but because it constitutes a very real factor 
in the actions or Arab governments which 
cannot be ignored. In this connection, you 
no doubi know that. certain Americans of 
the Jewish faith have been admitted to 
Saudi Arabia, but only in instances where 
the Saudi Government had satisfied itself 
that such individuals are of an anti-Zionist 
persuasion. 

In connection with Dhahran airfield, your 
letter suggests there may be some misunder
standing as to its precise. status. The United 
States does not have an airbase a.t Dhahran 
or any extraterritorial rights. Rather, by vir
tue of an agreement concluded in 1957, the 
United States has been granted' certain op~ 
erational facilities at the Saudi Arabian air
field at Dhahran. The Saudi Arabian Gov
ernment announced on March 16 of this year 
that. it does not. intend to ·renew that agree
ment. when it expires on April r, 1962. At 
least one reason for the Saudi action has 

been the somewhat Indiscriminate sugges
tion in various circles rn this country that 
Dhahran is a.n American airbase, a. sugges
tion which has deeply offended Saudi sensl
bil1ties. 

Neither the 1957 Dhahran airfield agree
ment with Saudi Arabia nor the earlier per
tinent 1951 agreement, both of which have 
been published, precludes the assignment of 
American military personnel of Jewish faith 
to Dhahran. Persons unacceptable to the 
Saudi Arabian Government are excluded 
from the U.S. military training mission in 
Saudi Arabia, but the determination of any 
such persons is a matter for Saudi Arabia to 
m ake in exercise of its sovereignty. The De
partment of State would not-indeed, could 
not-enter into any agreement which, by sin
gling out American citizens of a particular 
faith, would violate the basic tenets upon 
which this Nation had been founded and 
which ascribe to all American citizens equal 
rights and equal obligations. 

In assigning U.S. personnel abroad, both 
civilian and military, the United States can
not and does not inquire into the religious 
affiliation of the assignee. With respect to 
American servicemen of Jewish faith at 
Dhahran, the United States has made it 
clear to Saudi Arabia that U.S. service
men are statutorily required to refrain 
from engaging in political activity dur
ing their period of military service and are 
expected to carry out faithfully the orders 
given them by their superior officers. The 
Government of the United States has abso
lutely no reason to believe that factors of 
race. creed or color of themselves adversely 
affect the desire or the ability of American 
servicemen to carry out their assigned duties, 
wherever stationed, in the best traditions of 
the respective military services to which they 
belong. We have indicated to Saudi Arabia 
that the only valid considerations which the 
Government of the United States can prop
erly take into account in assigning personnel 
to Dhahran are those of availab111ty and 
professional qualifications. As far as we are 
aware, all U.S. servicemen assigned to Saudi 
Arabia have sought to perform their duties 
conscientiously, to the best or their abilities, 
and, we hope, to the Saudi Arabian Govern
ment's satisfaction. We have expressed the 
hope, therefore, that the Saudi Arabian Gov
ernment will not exclude, for reasons of race, 
creed or color r any American servicemen from 
partfcipating in United States-Saudi Arabian 
military cooperation, which is designed to 
enhance Saudi Arabia's defensive capab111ty. 

There is no formal U.S. economic aid pro
gram in Saudi Arabia. In return for the 
operational factlities at Dhahran, which the 
Department of Defense has considered as of 
importance to our natfonal security, the 
Government of the United States agreed in 
1957 to provide certain military training to 
Saudi Arabia, to build a civil air terminal 
at Dhahran, and to improve the port at 
Damman. The already-cited Saudi an
nouncement of March 16 at Dhahran does 
not affect the U.S. Air Force's use of the 
Dhahran facilities for the duration of the 
agreement. In the circumstances, as long 
as Saudi Arabia is apparently prepared to 
honor its commitment under the 1957 agree
ment, we have felt obligated to fulfill our 
own commitment thereunder. No additional 
grant aid, military or economic, is presently 
contemplated for Saudi Arabia. 

With respect to baptismal certificates re
quired by the Jordanian Government, the 
Department of State has actively sought to 
persuade the Jordanian authorities to drop 
this requirement, and we have some hope 
that the Jordanian Government may do so. 
I would caution, however, that the llkelihood 
of Jordanian remedial action in this matter 
will be considerably diminished flit is thrown 
into the public forum. 

In the Egyptian region o:f the U.A.R. there 
is no discrimination against entry of per'sOilS 
of the Jewish faith. Jewish tourists may 

enter the Syrian region provided they travel 
In organized tourist groups. Visas- are 
sometimes denied, however, if persons have 
visited Israer. 

In connection with discriminatory prac
tices against Amerfcans on grounds of race, 
creed or color, the Department of State has 
been mindful of section 108 of the Mutual 
Security Act of 1960' and has considered, 
where appropriate, whether U.S. foreign aid 
programs might afford an opportunity to 
eliminate such practices. We shall continue 
to do so and to seize every feasible occasion 
to advance toward a resolution of this prob
lem. 

I hope that the foregoing may be of some 
help in clarifying the U.S. position on what 
is undoubtedly one of the most disturbing 
problems that our Government faces today. 
Discrimination is a worldwide problem and 
is scarcely likely to be eliminated by pres
sure or coercion. What is required, I be
lieve you wm agree, is persistent, patient 
persuasion which will, hopefully, ultimately 
break down such disturbing practices. 

Sincerely yours, 
BROOKS HAYS, 

Assistant Secretary. 

CoNGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D.C., June 29, 1961. 
Hon. DEAN RUSK, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Your communication 
of June 22, 1961, by Assistant ·secretary 
Brooks Hays concerning discrimination by 
certain Arab States against American cttf
zens of Jewish faith, has been received. 

It is puzzling that the Department of 
State, in its letter, took a far different policy 
stand than that espoused simultaneously by 
another official of the executive· department, 
R. Sargent Shriver, Jr., head of the Peace 
Corps, who told the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee on the very same day, June 22, 
that the Peace Corps would not assist na
tions that sought to differentiate among 
Americans on a basis or race or religion, 
The· State Department, according to your 
letter t<1 me, rationalizes and evades the 
same issue. 

Mr. Shriver declared openly that the Peace 
Corps would not conclude an agreement for 
a project in any nation that insists on dis
criminating against Peace Corps personnel 
on religious or racial grounds. Mr. Shriver 
said the Peace Corps would tell such a coun
try: "• • • we are sorry we are not able to 
do business with you." Mr. Shriver cited 
section 108 of the Mutual Security Appro
priations Act, expressing the sense of Con
gress, and declared "we do not enter into 
agreements • • • which have standards 
that are unacceptable to the Congress or to 
the American people." 

Apparently, Mr. Shrive:r is implementing 
the intent of the CongreSS' but I regret that 
the State Department and the International 
Cooperation Administration are not. Indeed, 
I find the· Department's statement indicative 
of a tendency of appeasement. The effect 
is the t:ranslation of Arab bias into U.S. 
discrimination among its own citizens, of
ficials, and employees. 

The evasive and equivocal stand of the 
State Department. is in sharp contrast to 
that of Mr. Shriver. I would appreciate an 
explanation of h<>w one executive depart
ment agency follows a consistent policy while 
other ageneies espouse policies entirely dif
ferent. I can see no reason, 1f the Peace 
Corps can etrectlvely insist on defending the 
religious and racial rights of its personnel, 
why the State Department cannot implement 
the ·same poliey. 

You have assured me that the Department 
of State would support ·my application for 
a Sa:udf Arabian visa but also- tell me "quite 
frankly" that "we can by no- means be as
sured of success" because of the Arab-Israel 
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con1lict and apparently an Arab view that 
I might be an agent of Israeli subversion 
or "inimical to their security interests." I 
find such reasoning a gratuitous insult to 
my patriotism as an American citizen _and 
certainly will insist that the Department 
defend my rights to travel freely abroad, in 
any Nation receiving U.S. assistance, on a 
basis of equality with any other American 
citizen. I hereby formally request the De
partment of State to assist me in obtaining 
the necessary visa for this contemplated 
private tour at my own expense. 

My work and private travel are those of 
an American. They have nothing to do with 
my personal faith and I am shocked that the 
Department is convinced that it would be 
"pressure and coercion," as you put it, to 
defend the rights of Americans abroad in 
nations benefiting from U.S. assistance 
programs. 

There are other aspects of your letter that 
disturb me. Referring to my intention to 
visit certain nations in the Middle East you 
allude to information "reportedly" given me 
"by unspecified commercial airlines." Let 
me say that this information was specifically 
and explicitly given me and not just "re
portedly" provided. Surely you must know 
of many other similar instances. I couldn't 
have been more specific in my letter of June 
9 than by referring you to the "Official Air
line Guide" that clearly shows which air
lines service the area and reveals detailed 
restrictions covering persons of the Jewish 
faith. My further inquiry confirmed such 
restrictions. For example, TWA, serving 
Dhahran, informed me that "entry or transit 
visas would not be issued to persons of 
Jewish extraction or faith." This, I was 
informed, would unquestionably bar me, 
notwithstanding the fact I am a U.S. Con
gressman. 

That is why I asked you in my June 9 
letter if I am to understand that a Member 
of Congress is to be denied access to Dhahran 
airfield, to facilities financed by American 
taxpayers of all faiths? Must a U.S. official, 
an Air Force pilot, a private citizen, a Con
gressman obtain a "security clearance" on 
the basis of his religious convictions in order 
to visit or utilize facilities built with U.S. 
funds in certain nations receiving our aid? 

I wish to refer to other disturbing points 
in your letter of June 22. Your reference 
to the Dhahran airfield is one of them. You 
say that our agreement does not specifically 
preclude assignment of American military 
personnel of Jewish faith to Dhahran. Yet, 
in the next sentence you say, "persons un
acceptable to the Saudi Arabian Government 
are excluded." This is begging the ques
tion; it is a play on words and means in 
effect exactly the same thing. It has long 
been common knowledge that the persons 
"unacceptable" to Saudi Arabia are those of 
Jewish faith. 

You say there is no additional grant aid, 
military or economic "presently contem
plated" for Saudi Arabia. There is no ques
tion but that current aid is continuing, de
spite that nation's flagrant discrimination 
against Americans, and despite the antibias 
clause in mutual security legislation which 
authorizes severence of aid. Although you 
maintain that additional grants are not 
"presently contemplated," this strategic lan
guage is far from reassuring. I might add, 
should there be any further aid projects to 
this country, I would appreciate being ad
vised of the details. Also, may I have a com
plete report of present projects? 

You also state, that Saudia Arabia and 
other Arab States have no desire to dis
criminate against American citizens, but as 
long as the Arab-Israel conflict continues 
they will normally refuse visas to persons 
who have strongly supported Zionism or 
Israel. This is not consistent with the 
facts. Individuals wishing such visas are 
not questioned as to their beliefs other than 

their religion. This has been repeatedly 
borne out and surely the Department is 
aware of it. A recent instance involves an 
American lady, a former WAC, who was pre
vented from disembarking from a plane 
while in transit in Dhahran on a flight 
from Bombay because of her religion. A 
member of my own staff only this week not 
only made airline inquiry, but also called 
the Saudi Arabian El!}.bassy in Washington 
directly. Not even the slightest reference 
was made by the Embassy, or question asked, 
as to any Zionist attitude or "friendship for 
Israel." He received a fiat "no" for an an
swer. The Embassy said they "wouldn't 
even consider" giving permission to a Jew, 
even an American citizen, to transit Saudi 
Arabia. 

I should like to point out, too, that the 
Arab restrictions cited by the "Official Air
line Guide" and the representatives of the 
'commercial airline are against persons of 
the Jewish faith; there is no wording in 
these restrictions limiting them to Zionists 
or supporters of Israel. It is self-evident 
that the restrictions are not merely against 
Zionists or supporters of Israel-whatever 
that phrase may mean-but against all per
sons of the Jewish faith on a blanket, over
all basis, regardless of their views or the 
extent of their activity and feelings toward 
Israel. 

Mr. Secretary, it is my intention to fight 
vigorously against any appeasement by the 
United States of Arab bias against Amer
icans in Saudi Arabia, Jordan, Iraq, Yeman, 
Lebanon, Syria and Egypt, and against any 
acquiescence by our Government in the in
sulting religious discriminations practiced 
by those nations. 

The Federal Government, through the At
torney General, has filed suit against racial 
discrimination at the New Orleans airport 
terminal. Yet you are simultaneously ask
ing Congress for funds to construct discrim
inatory facilities for Arab States-states 
that brazenly pursue a Nazi-like policy 
against Americans of Jewish faith. 

The executive department quite justifiably 
uses what racists may term "pressure or 
coercion" in the New Orleans Moisaut In
ternational Airport suit, and elsewhere in the 
South. Yet the State Department takes a 
line reminiscent of those who defy the U.S. 
Supreme Court decision oi_ desegregation 
when the Department advocates "patient 
persuasion," rather than action, in situa
tions in the Near East affecting Americans. 
You are requesting continued financing by 
American taxpayers of all faiths of foreign 
regimes that discriminate against certain 
Americans. 

Mr. Secretary, in acknowledging your com
munication, I must assure you that I can
not accept the imposition by foreign re
gimes of second-class citizen status for 
American citizens of any religion or race. 
Nor can I accept any acquiescense in such 
practices. It bespeaks a weak and contra
dictory policy that undermines our prestige 
and status as a champion of religious and 
racial freedom. 

Yours sincerely, 
SEYMOUR HALPERN, 

Member of Congress. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. HALPERN <at the request of Mr. 
KEITH), for 15 minutes, today. 

Mr. DERWINSKI (at the request of Mr. 
KEITH), for 1 hour, on July 19. 

Mr. PELLY <at the request of Mr. 
KEITH), for 15 minutes, on July 13. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. PoAGE <at the request of Mr. 
LIBONATI) and to include extraneous 
matter and tables. 

Mr. LANE in two instances. 
Mr. HALPERN. 
(The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. KEITH) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. FINO. 
Mr. PILLION. 
Mr. JUDD. 
Mr. DAGUE .. 
Mr. DOOLEY. 
Mr. SAYLOR. 
Mr. HosMER in two instances. 
<The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. LIBONATI) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MULTER. 
Mr. REUSS. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1710. An act to amend the act of April 
6, 1949, as amended, so as to authorize the 
Secretary of Agriculture to make emergency 
livestock loan!~ under such act until Decem
ber 31, 1961, and for other purposes; to the 
Ccmmittee on Agriculture. 

s. 1873. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An act to authorize the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to donate dairy products and 
other agricultural commodities for use in 
home econmnic courses," approved Septem
ber 13, 1960 (74 Stat. 899), in order to per
mit the use of donated foods under certain 
circumstances for training college students; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill and a joint resolu
tion of the House of the following titles, 
which were thereup:m signed by the 
Speaker: 

H.R. 4324. An act to provide uniformity 
in certain conditions of entitlement to re
enlistment bonuses under the Career Com
pensation Act of 1949, and for other pur
poses; and 

H.J. Res. 472 Joint resolution providing 
for the apportionment to the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts of its share of· funds au
thorized for the National System of Inter
state and Defense Highways for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1963. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on July 11, 1961, 
present to the President, for his ap
proval, bills of the House of the follow
ing titles: 

H.R. 866. An act to amend section 4004 of 
title 38, United States Code, to require that 
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the Board of Veterans' Appeals. render find
ings of fact and conclusions of law in the 
opinions setting forth its decisionS' on 
appeals; 

H.R. 1258. An aet to amend the Long
shoreman's and Harbor Workers' Compen
sation Act, as amended, to provide increased 
benefits In case of dis:abling injuries, and for 
other purposes; 

H.R. 2645. An act for the relief · of Wie
slawa Alice Klimowski; 

H.R. 2953. An act to amend s.ection 521 
of title 38, United States Code, to provide 
that certain service shall be creditable for 
pension purposes; 

H.R. 3385. An act to amend the Tariff Act 
of 1930 to provide for the free entry of elec
tron microscopes and certain other appa
ratus imported by, or on behalf of, certain 
institutions; 

H.R. 4206. An act for the relief of Melvin 
0 

H. Baker _and Frances V.· Bake.r; 
H.R. 4349. An act to place Naval Reserve 

Otneers.' Training Corps graduates (Regu
lars) in a status comparable with U.S. Naval 
Academy graduates; 

H.R. 6269. An act to extend the provisions 
for benefits based on limited periods im
mediately following discharge from active 
duty after December 31, 1956, to veterans 
discharged before that date~ and 

H.R. 7148. An act to e(lUalize the provi
sions. of title 38, United States Code, relat
ing to the transports. tion of the remains of 
veterans who die in Veterans' Administra
tion facilities to the place of burial. 

ADJOURNMENT 

1127. A letter from the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, EXeeutive Office of the Presi
dent, transmitting plans for worklJ of im
provement relating to the following water
sheds: Big Creek. Ark., Ulatis Creek, Calif., 
South Branch Park River. Conn., Indian 
Creek, Pony Creek, Iowa;, :Frog Creek, Kans., 
Big Reedy Creek, Humpbrey-Cianton Creek, 
Ky., South Branch Ca.ss River, Mich., Plum 
Creek, Nebr., Upper Red Rock Creek, Okla., 
Brodhead Creek, Pa., Anasco River, P.R., 
Houser Creek, Tenn., pursuant to the Water
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Aet, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1005), and Executive 
Order No. 10654 of January 20, 1956; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1128. A letter from the Director, Bureau 
of the Budget, Executive Office of the Presi
dent, transmitting plans for works of im
provement relating to the following water
sheds: Big Sttndy Creek (supplement), Colo., 

0 South River,. Ga.,. Middle Fork of Anderson
River, Ind., Middle-South Branch Forest 
River, N. Dak., Twin Parks, Wis., pursuant 
to the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre
vention Act, as amended ( 16 U .S.C. 1005), 
and Executive Order No. 10654 of January 20, 
1956; to the Committee on Public Works. 

1129. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Air Force, transmitting a draft of 
a proposed bill entitled "A bill to amend 
section 204(a) (10) of the Career Compensa
tion Act o-f 1949 with respect to incentive 
pay for hazardous duty inside a high- or low
pressure chamber"; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

-REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

up to full strength; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 713). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. WILLIS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 7454. A bill consenting to the amend
ment of the oompaot between the- States of 
Pennsylvania and Ohio relating to Pyma
tuning Lake; with amendment (Rept. No. 
714). Referred to the House Calendar. 

R EPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici-
_ary. S.o 331. 0 :An act- for 'the- relief' of :Mrs.- -
Kazuko (Wm. R.) Zittle~ without amend
ment (Rept. No. 695). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judici
ary. S. 438. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Maria Giovanna Hopkins; wi-thout amend
ment (Rept. No. 696}. Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi-
. ciary. H.R. 1822. A -bill for the relief of 
Georges Khoury; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 697) , Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. POFF: Committee on the Jud.iciary. 
H.R. 1369._ A bill for the relief o! Zs\Wlanna 
Reisz; with amendment (R.ept. No. 698). 
Referred to th~ Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. LIBONATI. Mr. Speaker, I move , 
that the House do now adiourn. 

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the J u di
Under clause 2. of rule XIII, reports ciary. H.R. 1712. A bill for the relief of 

of committees were delivered to the clerk Elsabetta Rosa Colangecco Di Carlo; with 
for printing and reference to the proper amendment (Rept. No. 699). Referred to the The motion was. agreed to; accord

ingly <at. 4 o'clock and 58 minutes p.m.), 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, July 13, 1961, at 12. o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1124. A letter from ·the President of the 
Board of CoiiUll.issioners of the District of 
Columbia, transmitting a draft of a proposed 
bill entitled "A bill to encourage and aid 
the development of reconstructive medicine 
and surgery and the development of medicq
surgical research by authorizing the licens
ing of tissue banks in the District of Co
lumbia, by facilitating ante mortem and 
J?OSt mortem donations o:r ll,uman tissue for 
tissue bank purposes, and for other pur
poses"; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

1125. A letter from the Assistant Secre
tary of the Treasury, transmitting a certified 
copy of Interpretive rulings and definitions 
of terms. used in certain regulations regard
ing numbering ot undocumented vessels, 
statistics on numbering, boating acci
dents reports.. and accident statistics, as set 
forth in a Coast Guard document CGFR 61-
25, pursuant to the Federal Boating Act of 
1958 (46 U.S.C. 527d) ~ to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

1126. A letter from the Commissioner, Im
migration and Naturalization Service, U.S. 
Department of Justice, transmitting a copy 
of the order suspending deportation in the 
c~ of Sik Tong Wong. a& well as a copy 
of the required list, pursuant to the Immi
gration and Nationality Act of 1952; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

calendar, as follows: Committee of the Whole House. 
Mr. MOORE: Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: Committee on H.R. 1714. A bill for the relief of Nicholas J. 
Public W9J'ks. H.R. :;10. A bill granting the .Katsaros; with amendment (Rept. No. 700) . 
consent and approval of Congress to the Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
northeastern water and related land re- House. 
sources compact; without amendment (Rept. Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi
No. 707). Referred to the Committee of the ciary. H.R. 1715. A bill for the relief of 
Whole House on the State o:f the Union. Joseph Michael Stahl; without amendment 

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Ju- (Rept. · No. 701). Referred to the Cominit
diciary. H.R. 1961. A bill to amend sec- tee of the Whole Hous.e. 
tions 1, 17a, 57j, 64a(5}, 67b, 67c, and 70c Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judi
of the Bankruptcy Act, and for other pur- ciary. H.R. 2.616 .. A bill for the relie:( of 
pos.es; with amendment (Rept. No. 708). Habib Mattar; with amendment. (Rept. No. 
Referred to the House Calendar. 702). Referred to the committee of the 

Mr. COOLEY: Committee on Agriculture. Whole House. 
Senate Joint Resolution 116. Joint resolu- Mr. POFF: Committee on the Judiciary. 
tion to extend the time for condu~ting the H.R. 3485. A bill for the relief of Cornelis 

_referendum with respect to. the national Jacobus overbeeke; without amendment 
.marketing quota for wheat for the marketing (Rept. No. 703}. Referred to the Commit-
year beginning July 1, 1962; without amend- tee of the Whole House. 
ment (Rept. No. 709). Referred to the Com- ~ Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi
mittee of the Whole House on the State of ciary. H.R. 4384. A bill for . the relief of 
t h e Union. Richard Fordham; with amendment (Rept. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: Committee on No. 704). Referred to the Committee of the 
Science and Astronautics. Report on equa- Whole House. 
tQrial launch sites-mobUe sea launch capa- Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Jud!
bility (Rept. No. 710). Referred to the ciary. H.R. 5141. A bill for the relief of 
Committee of the Whole House on the State Vito Recchia; with amendment (Rept. No. 
of the Union. 705) . Referred to the Committee of the 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: Committee on Whole House. 
Science and Astronautics. Report on the Mr-. WALTER: Committee on the J u di
National Bureau of Standards and the space ciary. H.R. 5735. A bill for the relief of 
program (Rept. No. 711). Referred to the Steven Mark Hallinan; with amendment 
Committee of the Whole House on the State (Rept. No. 706). Referred to the Committe~ 
of the Union. of the Whole House. 

Mr. ZABLOCl{I: Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. Report of the special study mission 
to Poland (Rept. No. 712). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: Committee 
. on Armed Services. . H.R. 7918. A bill to 
amend title 10, United States Code, to bring 
the :number of cadets at the U.S. Military 
Academy and the U.S. Air Force Academy 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rulP. XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BATTIN: 
H.R. 8092. A bill to provide for the designa

tion of a :"lighway from a point on the Cana-
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dian boundary near the city of East Poplar, 
Mont., to the southern boundary of Mon
tana, south of Biddle, Mont., as part of the 
National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

H.R. 8093. A bill to provide for the designa
tion of a highway from a point near West 
Poplar, Mont., on the Canadian boundary t() 
a point on the Montana-Wyoming border 
near Biddle, Mont., as part of the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BEERMANN: 
H.R. 8094. A bill to consent to the Lower 

Niobrara River and Ponca Creek Compact 
between the States of Nebraska and South 
Dakota; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana: 
H.R. 8095. A bill to amend the National 

.Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, as 
amended, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Science and Astronautics. 

By Mr. CANNON: 
H.R. 8096. A bill authorizing issuance of a 

postage stamp commemorating the 100th 
anniversary of the nrst railway mail car run 
in U.S. history; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H.R. 8097. A bill to deny tax exemption to 

certain hospitals and similar organizations 
which discriminate against doctors of medi
cine; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JAMES C. DAVIS: 
H.R. 8098. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 15, 1950, entitled "An act to provide a 
5-day week for officers and members of the 
Metropolitan Police force, the U.S. Park 
Police force, and the White House Police 
force"; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. DAWSON (by request): 
H.R. 8099. A bill to amend section 109 of 

the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, so as to 
remove the limitation on the maximum 
capital of the general supply fund; to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

H.R. 8100. A bill to amend section 109 of 
the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, relative to 
the general supply fund; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H.R. 8101. A bi11 to amend the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 
H.R. 8102. A bill to amend the Federal 

Airport Act so as to extend the time for 
making grants under the provisions of such 
Act, and for other purposes; to i;he Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 8103. A blll to exempt certain non
profit orphanages from the manufacturers 
excise tax on automobiles, trucks, buses, 
etc.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JUDD: 
H.R. 8104. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that a woman 
who is permanently and totally disabled may 
become entitled to widow's insurance benefits 
without regard to her age if she is otherwise 
qualified; to i;he Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. NELSEN: 
H.R. 8105. A bill to amend section 4(e) 

of the Natural Gas Act relating to rates of 
natural gas companies; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 
H.R. 8106. A bill relating to the retired 

pay of certain retired officers of the Armed 
Forces; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HOLTZMAN: 
H.R. 8107. A bill to provide for planning 

the participation of the United States in the 
New York World's Fair, to be held at New 
York City in 1964 and 1965, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

By Mr. JARMAN: 
H.R. 8108. A bill to amend the Legislative 

Reorganization Act of 1946 to provide for 
more effective evaluation of the fiscal re
quirements of the executive agencies of the 
Government of the United States; to the 
Committee on Rules 

By Mr. McDOWELL: 
H.R. 8109. A bill to amend title 18 of the 

United States Code, with respect to certain 
prohibited uses of radio communication; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
H.R. 8110. A bill to amend the Civil Serv

ice Retirement Act to provide credit toward 
retirement for periods of hospitalization for 
service-connected disabilities immediately 
following discharge from military service; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. ' 

By Mr. O'KONSKI: 
H.R. 8111. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that il
legitimate children may in certain circum
stances become entitled to benefits there
under notwithstanding State laws which 
would otherwise prevent such entitlement; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BREEDING: 
H.:R. 8112. A bill to provide that the Sec

retary of the Interior shall investigate and 
report to the Congress as to the advisability 
of establishing as a national monument a 
site on the Old Sante Fe Trail near Dodge 
City, Kans.; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. ASPINALL: 
H.R. 8113. A bill to amend the act of Au

gust 9, 1955, for the purpose of including 
the Southern Ute Indian Reservation among 
reservations excepted from the 25-year lease 
limitation; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular .Affairs. 

By Mr. NYGAARD: 
H.R. 8114. A bill for the relief of the Ken

sal School District, North Dakota; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: 
H.R. 8115. A b111 to relieve the cities of 

Skagway and Hoonah, Alaska, of all liability 
to pay the United States for certain public 
works projects; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. ST. GERMAIN: 
H.R. 8116. A bill to provide annuities from 

the civil service retirement and disabi11ty 
fund for widows of Government employees 
ior certain additional periods, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H.R. 8117. A bill to amend section 107(a) 

(3) of the Soil Bank Act, as amended; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SIBAL: 
H.R. 8118. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt from tax 
transportation furnished S()lely by railroads 
which are in receivership; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BETTS: 
H.J. Res. 473. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H.J. Res. 474. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States providing for systematic re
duction of the public debt; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania: 
H.J. Res. 475. Joint resolution to amend 

the joint resolution providing for the prepa
ration and completion of plans for a com
prehensive 'Observance of the !75th anniver
sary of the formation of the Constitution of 
the United States, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania: 
H.J. Res. 476. Joint resolution to reimburse 

uncompensated leav.e to Government .Print
ing Office employees earned during the fiscal 
year 1932; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois: 
H.R. 8119. A bill for the relief of Nikolaj 

Meshenny; to the 'Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. BOYKIN: 
H.R. 8120. A bill for the relief of Dr. 

Walter S. Parsons; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DOOLEY: 
H.R. 8121. A bill for the relief of Italia 

Passarelli; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 8122. A bill for the relief of Apostolos 
Christou Picas; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. EVINS: 
H.R. 8123. A bill for the relief of George 

A. Zizicas; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. HOLTZMAN: 
H.R. 8124. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Klara 

Schlittner; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H.R. 8125. A bill for the relief of Edward 

J. Maurus; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. McCORMACK: 
H.R. 8126. A bill to authorize the Honor

able HAROLD D. COOLEY, Member of the House 
of Representatives, to accept the award of 
certain foreign decorations and to wear and 
display the insignia thereof; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Atfa1rs. 

By Mr. McFALL: 
H.R. 8127. A bill for the relief of Antonio 

Cordeiro Dos Santos; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MONAGAN: 
H.R. 8128. A bill for the relief of Kazimierz 

(Casimer) Krzykowski; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OSMERS: 
H.R. 8129. A bill for the relief of Dr. 

Gholam Reza Lohrasebi Azar; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAY: 
H.R. 8130. A bill for the relief of Kang 

Dick Eng also known as Kang Dick Joe; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ST. GERMAIN: 
H.R. 8131. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Pasqualine E. Lombardi; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 
H.R. 8132. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Iolanda Guazzelli Salvetti; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: 
H.R. 8133.. A bill for the relief of Alberto 

Petrella; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MORRIS K. UDALL: 

H.R. 8134. A bill to authorize the sale of 
the mineral estate in certain lands; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
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E X T E N· S I 0 N S 0 F R E M A R K S 

Majority of T~p Nuclear Experts Un
favorable to Hanfor-d NPR Power Con
version 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CRAIG HOSMER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, included 
in the AEC's authorization bill to be de
bated tomorrow is a proposal to convert 
the new production reactor at Hanford, 
Wash., to generate approximately 
800,000 electrical kilowatts as a byprod
uct of plutonium production. The con
version job would be completed in late 
1964 at a cost of $95 million over and 
above the reactor's cost of $145 million, 
which includes $25 million for features 
permitting convertibility. 

A few weeks ago I posed to 25 out
standing nuclear experts in industry and 
at universities the following two ques
tions: 

First. Do you believe that conversion 
of the NPR to power production will 
make any significant contribution to the 
advancement of civilian power reactor 
technology in this coimtry? 

Second. In your judgment, is the allo
cation of $95 million to conversion of the 
Hanford reactor the most fruitful invest
ment that could be made in terms of de
veloping peaceful uses of atomic energy? 
Could these funds be used more advan
tageously for such projects as fuel ele
ment research and development, further 
development of promising civilian power 
reactor types, research on test reactor 
development, or radioisotope research, to 
mention just a few possibilities? 

Almost all these top experts replied. 
There was an understandable degree of 
hedging. But boiled down, the result 
approximates the following: 

First. About two-thirds see no sub
stantial contribution to civilian technol
ogy, with intensity of these opinions 
ranging from mild to very strong. 

Second. Most, about 85 percent, seem 
to feel power technology could better be 
advanced by spending $95 million or even 
a lesser amount of money, on a variety 
of other projects. 

Among reasons cited by those believ
ing a substantial contribution will be 
made were the following: 

First. Knowledge of turbines and 
other auxiliaries of nuclear reactors will 
be increased. 

Second. If breeding technology does 
not develop and an alternate method of 
producing reactors fuel becomes impor
tant, the experience will be valuable. 

Third. The experience operating a nu
clear powerplant of this size will be ex
tremely valuable. 

Fourth. Knowledge will be gained on 
the behavior of zircaloy pressure tubes 
and zircaloy clad uranium fuel. 

Among reasons cited by those believ
ing no substantial contribution will be 
made were the following: 

First. Knowledge of turbines and aux
iliaries utilizing steam temperatures and 
quality available from NPR is of no 
interest in civilian technology. 

Second. Technical information to be 
obtained will not differ significantly 
from that available from other type 
water reactors. 

Third. Operating experience to be 
gained will not parallel that needed for 
operation of straight central power sta
tions. 

Fourth. Much of the operation will be 
cloaked in military secrecy and, if new 
technical data is obtained, it will not be 
made available to industry anyway. 

From both sides of the issue came 
numerous comments not of a strictly 
technical nature. Here are examples: 

The power is n eeded in the Northwest or 
The power is not needed there, or I do not 
know if the power is needed. 

So m any aspects of the project are classi
fied it . is impossible to m ake a clear judg
ment. 

It would make a contribut ion only in the 
sense tha t any nuclear plant at this early 
stage of the game will cont ribute something. 

Some use of t h e heat ough t to be made
this m ay or m ay not be t he best way to do 
it. 

Operation of an BOO-electrical-megawatt 
plant has international prestige value, but 
I am not qualified to say whether it has $95 
million worth. 

It will be impossible to get meaningful 
cost statistics because of the way the Gov
ernment keeps its books. 

Plutonium production, not power will be 
optimized, so the plant will not satisfy power 
requirement or prove an economic success. 

It would be good if we could get back 
some of the investment in production re
actors. 

The decision to build the plant is an out
right economic one and should not be con
fused with technology. 

The decision regarding convertibility is a 
political one. 

The decision should be made by agencies 
other than the AEC and the money be put 
up by other than the AEC. 

The $25 million already put in ·for con
vertibility features will be wasted unless the 
AEC goes ahead, or a good $95 million 
should not be thrown after a bad $25 
million. 

It bucks the trend toward higher steam 
temperature and pressures. 

The AEC report is still classified secret 
and I am wary of commenting for fear re
stricted information might be divulged in
advertently. 

This thing has been studied to death, but 
we only get to see sterilized versions of the 
classified studies. 

The consensus of opinion on how to 
spend $95 million more advantageously 
on peaceful uses of atomic energy was 
for complete fuel cycleR. & D. aimed at 
sharply reducing costs. Additional sug
gestions, not in the alternate and not 
listed in any particular order were: sup
port for a full line of military reactors; 
intensified materials research; basic re
search in all related fields of science; 
waste products separation; radioiso-

topes; · research aimed at eliminating 
overconservative safety requirements; 
promotion of advance reactor concepts, 
particularly high temperature and inte
gral superheat; underwriting of utility 
risks of added costs from unforeseen 
safety requirements imposed by AEC; 
anything pertinent to simplifying AEC 
regulation and licensing procedures. 

Two replies argued for using the $95 
million to get the entire civilian nuclear 
industry off dead center. This .. was .on 
the basis that this kind of support would 
bring in much additional private capi
tal and start industry moving ahead. 

"Spread around," one reply said, 
"even half that amount of money would 
accumulate a total of much more than 
700 electrical megawatts on the line be
fore NPR could start to produce elec
tricity." Another estimated it could get 
three 330 electrical megawatt central 
stations into operation by early 1965. 

Several writers complained bitterly 
because industry will not be brought 
in on the fabrication of fuel elements. 

The poll was taken on a confidential 
basis, and I am not at liberty ·to list the 
names of the experts polled or identify 
a particular individual with the com 
ments quoted. 

American Legion Convention, 
Mamaroneck, N.Y. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWIN B. DOOLEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
American Legion recently held a conven
tion for its Westchester County, N.Y., 
leaders in the village of Mamaroneck, 
where it honored Senator THOMAS J. 
Donn with the Legion's Americanism 
citation. 

The work which the Legion has done 
in combating un-American activities 
has been outstanding and has contrib
uted substantially to the well-being of 
the country. They have endeavored to 
stop the gnawing penetrations of the 
Communists aimed at undermining our 
society and way of life and directed to
ward the ultimate destruction of our 
Government. 

As one who was permitted to join in 
welcoming the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut, I had the opportunity 
to say a few words which I am setting 
down below: 

Mr. Chairman, commander of the West
chester American Legion, Senator DODD, dis
tinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen, as 
one who has had the privilege of serving as 
mayor of this friendly village, I do not feel 
that it is presumptuous on my part to join 
with our good Mayor Joe Dalfonso and the 
village officials in welcoming to this village, 
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the members of the American Legion Who 
are now con\'eniq here. . 

And I want to offer a .special welcome to 
my distlng\llshed colleague 1n the Congress. 
the able Senator from Connecticut, THOMAS 
J. DODD. . 

On an occasion such ·as this, marked as lt 
is by the presence of men who served their 
countryvtth courage and gaUantrr~ I think 
it is fitting to bring into focus tor a mo
ment the dangera which beset us. 

In doing so, I do not want to tred on the 
:fleld "B.llotted to the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut who has shown great pa
triotism ln hls service to his country and 
who has consistently .!ought .against the sub· 
versive inft.uen,ces which · .ve besetting us 
from ali sides. 

In the few moments given me let me re
mind you that the diftlcult times we are 
living in, -and the confUsion -which <Surrounds 
us. 1s partly due to our own eoHectiv:e in,dif· 
ference to the challenge of the Soviet Union. 
When some years ago, the Russian Qom
mintern bOldly decreed that that country 
was out to destroy us-a remark which was 
later supplemented by Khrushchev's boast 
that be would live to see us burn-we soollld 
have reacted promptly with ill.e full power 
we had at our disposal by regarding such 
insults as a declaration of war and · as a 
threa,;t to our :security. 

·por years now, Russia, wh!<:h is an army 
on the march, has won hundreds or battles 
without ·firing a shot. · First, Latvia, Es
thon!a and Lithuania were ·engulfed,. then 
the 40 million people of the Ukraine. Fol
lowing that .came Czechoslovakia, Albania, 
Rumania·, Poland, and a .host or minor en
tities. · Wherever the So:viet power prevails, 
darkness ensues. The light of freedom goes 
out and man struggles in an abysmal sea of 
tortuous living and lingering· m11;ery. 

There ls one bright ·hope whtc~ we should 
not overlook, however. All is not smooth 
and .happy in the Soviet Union. Professor 
Dobriansky, a keen student o! Russian af
fairs, has pointed out publicly that there is 
great discord and discontent within the So
viet orbit. Many of the ethnic groups 
impri-soned in the Russian· universe · are 
smouldering with deep resentment at the 
leadership which of necessity they must fol
low. They bear no loyalty or allegiance to 
the controlling faction, and yet they· are re
garded as part of the Slavish 'Republic. 

If trouble bursts forth, Russia would have 
lts own problem of holding together a loosely 
fiung multitude .of states whose allegiance 
is questionable and whose resentment is 
subtly evidenced in the scheme of things. 

We in this country ar~ fortunate indeed 
to have a Senate and a House of Representa
tives highly aware of the problems we face 
and of the challenge confronting us. 

The distinguished Senator from Connecti
cut is one . of a number of men whose pa
triotism and courage .assures our country of 
maintaining the right direction in these 
challenging times. Subversio~ is all about 
us. Intrigue and deception are part of the 
package of today's living among a host of 
anti-Americans whose hope is our ultimate 
destruction. 

To us who are here today~ to you who have 
been conditioned in the gl-orious tradition of 
American living-a tradition based on moral 
value and a .sense of what 1s right as dis
tinguished as from what is evil, such a de
velopment is not only incongruous but al
most inconceivable. 

Wherever we turn we .see the inroads of 
communism. It ls evidenced in the lacka
daisical Indifference of many to the emblem 
which marks our unity and our country, and 
in the halfhearted acceptance of the re
sponsibility of shouldering arms in defense 
ot our country. 

Let me say in closing that I want to con
gratulate the Legion for the stand lt ha:a 

taken 1n ·upbolcUng the patriotic virtues of 
our land and our people, of f-erreting out 
those who would destroy us, and insisting 
that we as Americans bave a right to thwart 
the Communist penetration at every turn 
in order that we, as a nation, can persist In 
preserving our own security and in le!l;ding 
the way to the underprivileged nations of_ 
the world who are seeking the bright light 
of freedom. 

Congressman Lane Supports Veterans 
Bills 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

. HON. THOMAS J. LANE 
OF MA'SSACHUSE'ITS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker. under leave 

to extend my remarks in the RE.CORD, I 
include my statement before the Sub
committee on Compensation and Pen
sions of the House Veterans' Affairs 
Committee on July 11, 1961,· in support 
of several of my bills to benefit veterans: 
STATEMENT OF HON. 'THOMAS J. LANE, OJ' MAs

. SACHUSETTS, "IN SUPPORT 01' HIS BILLS, H.R. 

697, 698, "101, 702·, 703. 712, AND 3889, BE~ 
FORE THE SUBCOMlloUTTEE ON COMPENSATION 
.AND PENSIONS, HOUSE COMMITTEE ON VET.; 
ERANS' AFFAIRS,·JULY 11, 1961 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com

mlttee, in view of the range and complexity 
of the bills that you 'Study in such a con
scientious manner, I shall briefiy outline the 
several bills that I have introduced. 
. The first 1s H.R. 697: "To liberalize the 

pension :programs for disabled veterans of 
World war I, World. War II, and the Korean 
conflict." Although it provides for a modest 
increase in the rates to compensate for the 
increase in the cost of living, the principal 
feature is the exclusion of other sources o! 
income that are presently reported in de
termining annual income. By the liberaliza
tion proposed, the Administrator shall not 
consider: payments of 6 months' death 
gratuity; payments under policies of U.S. 
Government life insurance or national serv
ice life insurance, and payments of service
men's indemnity; -payments to an individual 
under public or private retirement, annuity, 
endowment, or similar plans or programs; 
amounts equal to .amounts paid to a widow 
or child of a deceased veteran for his just · 
debts, the expenses of his last illness, ex
penses of his burial to the extent such ex
penses are not reimbursed under chapter 23 
of this title, and proceeds of fire insurance 
policies. 

These exclusions from reportable income, 
which are not income in the sense of wages 
or salary. will make it possible for more vet
erans who are in need of a pension under 
today's standard of living, to qualify for a 
pension. 

H.R. 698: ''To exclude commercial life in
surance payments, not in excess of $10,000, 
in the consideration of annual income for 
pension purposes" is concerned with the ex
clusion. of but one type of income, which is 
traditionally regarded as but a small and 
nonrecurring nest egg for the surv~ vors of 
the deceased. Again, the purpose is to liber
alize the present low· ceiling on incomes 
that denies pensions to <>therwise qualified 
veterans or their widows. 

H.R. 701: "To authorize gratuitous bene
fits for a remarried widow of a veteran upon 
termination of her remarriage" will reopen 

the door to eligibility for benefits i! her sub• 
sequent remarriage or remarriages has or 
have been dissolved either by death or by 
divorce without fault on her part. 

I .have .always believed that the present law 
which terminates the benefits of a veteran's 
widow upon her remarriage, makes no allow
ance for futur.e developments that leave her 
a1one and with no support. If her subse
quent marriages are dissolved, she finds her
self in her original status a.S the widow of a 
deceased veteran, and in all fairness her en
titlement should be restored. 

H.R. 103: "To provide that veterans su1fer
ing from active pulmonary tuberculosis shall 
be deemed to be permanently and .totally dis
abled for pension purposes while hospital
ized," will eliminate the delay in · determin
ing eligibility and will confirm the condition 
as a total disability as long as the veteran is 
hospitalized by this serious disease . 

. There is .a differentiation between this 111-
ness and others that require relatively .short 
periods of treatment in a hospital. As the 
treatment for active pulmonary tuberculosis 
takes a longer time, and the veteran often 
suffers relapses which require him to .return 
to the hospital a'gain "B.nd again, he should be 
considered totall}t · disabled-as in fact he 
is-during periods of hospitalization. He 
should" be· entttled to the· full pension ;for 
such periods. ' . . 

H.R. 712: "To provide that veterans age 
65 shall be cieemed to · be permanently · and 
totally disabled for ' pension purposes" rec
ognizes that a veteran; upon reaching that 

. age, is generally suffering from some ail
ment that handicaps his abillty" to earn a 
living. The Social Security Act has estab
lished thls precedent. At the age of 65, a 
person wtth·enough quarters of covered em
ployment, can retire under old-age and sur
vivors insurance, with full benefits. 

The same standard should apply to veter- · 
ans applying for a pension at 65. Proof of 
age and honorable service; without support
ing medical affidavits, would be consistent 
with the eligibility requirements that have 
become a pattern in ·the iong and Qevelop
ing history of legislation dealing with pen
sions for veterans. 

Instead of speaking on these bills indi
vidually and therefore takitig up too much 
of the committee's time, I thought it best 
to condense my remarks on ail into one 
statement. · · 

Aware of your committee's thorough and 
reasonable consideration of all bills that 
concern our veterans, I rely upon your good 
judgment to do what ·is best on the proposals 
I hav.e brought to your attention. 

The National Lottery of Japan 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PAUL A. FINO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to tell the Members of this House about 
the national lottery of Japan. This 
Asian ally of ours is another of the 
nations realizing the financial merits of 
such a program. 

In 1960, the gross receipts of the Japa
nese national lottery came to almost $12 
million. The total net income to the 
Government was close to $5 million. 

The profits of the Japanese national 
lottery are earmarked for public works 
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expenditures. This money is used for 
the construction of schools, roads, 
bridges, and hospitals. After the last 
war, 80 cities ran municipal lotteries in 
order to gain funds for reconstruction 
and rehabilitation. 

The Japanese are well aware of the 
benefits that government-controlled 
gambling brings. Japanese are puzzled 
by reports of racketeers running gam
bling in the United States, because in 
their country, gambling is a legitimate 
government income source. When will 
we take the same wise view? 

Bonneville Financial Picture Will Not Be 
Improved by Incorporation of the Han
ford Steam Plant Economics Into Its 
System 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CRAIG HOSMER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, the 
Bonneville Power Administration has 
been losing money consistently during 
the last few years. In 1960 its deficit to
taled $8.5 million and the deficit for 1961 
is estimated, by Bonneville, to be in ex
cess of $12 million. 

Even if it is assumed, as the sponsors 
claim and which I do not admit, that 
the net benefits to be derived from the 
converted Hanford reactor would out
weigh the costs, they cannot by any 
stretch of the imagination be considered 
as sufficient to offset Bonneville's an
nually increasing deficit. 

In reality, no economic advantage can 
be assumed for the Bonneville system as 
the result of the construction of power 
facilities at the Hanford reactor. Con
sequently, the payout prospect for Bon
neville is certain to deteriorate with the 
addition of a deficit operation to the 
many already existing deficit producing 
projects in the Bonneville system. 

I merely wish to discuss one question
able aspect bearing on the overall eco
nomic outlook for the Hanford project 
and that is the question of the cost of 
producing plutonium. 

At several points in the March 1961 
committee print entitled "Power Con
version Studies of Hanford New Produc
tion Reactor," pages xvi, 5, and 9, the 
point was made that by converting this 
reactor to dual-purpose production of 
power and plutonium the unit cost of 
plutonium would be reduced. It was 
claimed that if the cost of plutonium in 
a single-purpose reactor was assumed to 
be 100, th~n its cost in the new produc
tion reactor converted for dual-purpose 
operation would be only 70. This would 
be a cost reduction of 30 percent. 

Of course, such a decrease in cost 
could take place only if some of the 
economic costs of the reactor while pro
ducing plutonium were allocated to 
something else--in this case power. But 
the studies on which the feasibility of 
power production were based allocate all 

of the project's capital costs to plutoni
um as well as all of its operating costs
maintenance, operations, fuel, and in
surance--while producing plutonium. 
How can the cost of producing plutoni
um be reduced if none of the reactor's 
capital costs and none of its current 
costs while so engaged are allocated to a 
revenue producing function? 

Some might contend that the power 
could be sold at a price greater than its 
cost of production and that the result
ing profit would be an offset against the 
cost of plutonium. In answer to this it 
can be pointed out that nothing in the 
record to date supports the contention 
that the power will be sold at a price that 
will cover all of its true economic 
costs, . including operations, mainte
nance, amortization, interest, and an 
allowance to cover taxes. Instead, the 
record shows that power produced by the 
NPR will be sold at the Bonneville rate, 
a rate that will not even equal the cost 
of producing the power. 

It should also be pointed out that the 
alleged excess of power benefits over 
power costs mentioned in the statement 
of the staff of the Joint Committee on 
page xvi of the committee print does not 
indicate that power operations would re
sult in any net monetary profit. Such 
claimed benefits represent only the dif
ference between the cost of power from 
a theoretical stea.mplant and its alleged 
cost from this project. There is no as
surance that this power will be sold at 
a price commensurate with its cost from 
a steamplant. Furthermore, even if it 
should be sold at BPA at a price equal to 
the cost of steam power, BPA would still 
suffer significant losses on such sales 
under its present price schedules. And, 
if this power is priced to cover only the 
incremental costs of its production it will 
also cost a great deal more than the price 
BPA is getting for its power now, and 
on the basis of which it is losing money 
at present. 

To cover only the incremental costs 
during the period of dual-purpose opera
tion, power from the reactor will cost 
3.7 mills. If, in addition, part of the 
costs of producing plutonium is charged 
to power, its cost would be still greater. 

BPA now receives an average of 2.32 
mills per kilowatt-hour sold. This power 
costs BPA 1.61 mills plus 1.01 mills for 
transmission. On this basis it is ac
cumulating the deficits mentioned above. 
Consequently, to reduce the cost of 
plutonium by assigning some of the 
project's joint costs to power would only 
increase the deficit of the BPA. 

Table I gives a picture of BPA income 
and expenses by project for 1960: 
TABLE I.-Bonneville Power Administration: Net revenues 

tor the year 1960 after provision for depreciation 
Project: 

Bonneville Dam_________ -$602,136 -- ---------
Columbia Basin______________________ +$4, 715,473 
Hungry Horse________________________ +602,318 
Albeni Falls_____________ -122,599 -----------
McNary_________________ -2,401,472 ------------
Detroit-Big Cliff_----- -- -180,376 ------------
Lookout Point-Dexter___ -167,297 ------------
Chief Joseph _- ---------- -1,003,244 ----------- 
Yakima-Kennewick-

Roza_ ------------------------------ +161, 084 
The Dalles __________ :___ -868,299 ------------
BP A system_----------- -8,619,468 ------------

SubtotaL _____________ -13,964, 89l +5, 478,875 
-13, 964, 891 

Net revenues for 1960--------------- -8,486,016 

The deficit in amounts required for 
meeting scheduled amortization was 
even larger than table I indicates. This 
is because the estimated service lives· of 
some ·of the fixed plant facilities, such 
as the hydroelectric generating plants, 
which are used .in computing deprecia
tion, are substantially longer than the 
prescribed repayment periods, with the 
result that annual amortization require
ments exceed the amounts needed an
nually to recover plant investment 
through provision for depreciation ex
penses. Net revenues fell short of meet
ing amortization requirements by $11.6 
million in 1960. 

Table II shows financial results for 
each project on a payout basis for 1960: 
TABLE H.-Bonneville Power Administration: 

Deficits in project payouts (1960) 
Deficit in 

net revenues 
available for 

Project: amortization 
Bonneville Dam______________ $920, 206 
Columbia Basin______________ --------
Hungry Horse________________ --------
Albeni Falls__________________ 22,610 
~cNary ______________________ 2,653,341 

Detroit-Big Cliff______________ 156, 287 
Lookout Point-Dexter_________ 110,098 
Chief Joseph_________________ 179,980 
Yakima-Kennewick-Roza_____ --------
The Dalles___________________ 151, 549 
BPA system ________ ---------- 7, 397,802 

Total ____________________ 11,591,873 

This deficit is expected to grow in 1961 
and 1962 to $15 or $16 million since esti
mates indicate that net revenues avail
able for repayment of capital investment 
in those years will decrease by $2 to $3 
million while at the same time annual 
amortization requirements will grow as 
new higher cost generating plants are 
placed in service. 

America in Today' s World-Address by 
Senator Wayne Morse, of Oregon, ·to 
Graduating Class of Suffolk University, 
Boston, Mass. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN SHERMAN COOPER 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an address 
entitled "America in Today's World," de
livered by the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] to the 
graduating class of Suffolk University, 
Boston, Mass. 

When I read excerpts from the speech 
in the New York newspapers, I was so 
struck by their character that I asked 
the Senator from Oregon for a copy of 
his speech. 

Senator MoRSE challenges both the 
United States and the countries of Latin 
America to see to it that the alliance for 
progress brings economic freedom and 
sound progress to the peoples of the 
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Western Hemisphere. His advice in this 
respect is excellent. 

However, I call attention to the basic 
theme of his speech, the theme that the 
United States will be effective in its in
ternational relations to the extent that 
it denies the temptation of expediency, 
and confirms the assurances of basic 
individual rights, guaranteed by the 
Constitution. 

He points out further that the United 
States has the duty of assuring, to the 
largest extent possible, economic and so
cial opportunities for its people. 

It is a great speech, sound in its con
stitutional aspects, but also informed 
and illuminated by its spirit of human
ity and freedom. It reflects the mind 
and the free spirit of the Senator from 
Oregon. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
AMERICA IN TODAY'S WORLD-REMARKS OF 

SENATOR WAYNE MORSE, OF OREGON, AT 
SUFFOLK UNIVERSITY, BOSTON, MASS., JUNE 

18, 1961 
Mr. President, faculty, graduates, parents, 

and friends of Suffolk University, the two
fold honor which Suffolk University has be
stowed upon me on this occasion fills me 
With humility. It is always an honor-in 
fact, a trust--to have the privilege of making · 
a commencement speech to a graduating 
class. But "my cup runneth over" by the 
double honor on this occasion of being the 
recipient of an honorary degree of doctor 
of juridical science. It is with deep feelings 
of appre~iation that I express my sincere 
thanks to this graduating class and to the 
university for both these honors. 

The task of a commencement speaker is to 
say something to a graduating class that will 
serve to guide them in their journey beyond 
the walls of an educational institution. Yet 
as one who taught in such institutions my
self for over 20 years, I always take the view 
that the speaker cannot say anything in a 
few minutes that will improve upon what 
the teaching staff has done or has not done. 

So I would rather speak here simply to 
try to review and to put into perspective 
some of the conditions and problems with 
which I struggle as a national legislator and 
with which you, too, will have to struggle 
as citizens of your community, your State, 
your Nation, and your world. 

Your commencement program committee 
suggested that this graduating class might 
be interested in my making a few comments 
on the subject of national security prob
lems and foreign policy developments in re
cent months. 

It is important to remember that events 
of each day in which we live are part of 
history. History, change, growth, evolution, 
and revolution did not stop on the date of 
the last printing of your history textbook. 
We live today in a world of as much tur
moil, unrest, progress, and decline as has 
ever occurred. 

When the members of this graduating class 
were being born, the United States had 
taken its place in the world as the foremost 
nation. Every other industrial country in 
the world was in shambles. 

Japan, Germany, Great Britain, and Rus
sia had lost millions of their people. 
Their factories and transportation systems 
were shattered. China was long since dev
astated by years of war and was in political 
and economic collapse. 

Of all these nations, only the United 
States was physically unmarked. As a re
sult, this generation of Americans came 
into a world where we were unchallenged. 
Many of us, and I include adults, too, came 
to think of the United States as a director 

and manager of world affairs, and felt that 
whenever something we did not like de
veloped in another nation, it was because 
someone in high office in the United States 
wanted it that way, or simply allowed it to 
happen. 

Yet, if anything should have been clear, it 
should have been that this unchallenged 
power of ours had to be temporary. And it 
was. Within 15 years, and with assist
ance from us unparalleled in world history, 
the nations of Western Europe restored 
their economies. Our help was extended in 
equal amounts to the countries we had de
feated, Germany and Japan, and as a re
sult, both are again among the great powers 
of the world. 

Great Britain, France, Italy, and the other 
ruined countries of World War II are more 
than thriving. The Soviet Union has, much 
to our dismay, surpassed the United States 
in at least a few of the dramatic and sensa
tional exploits of technical and scientific 
achievements. While we cannot be certain 
of what is going on in China, indications 
are that China, too, will soon have the sci
entific and engineering capacity to join the 
"nuclear club." 
. The results of this revival of the wrecks 

of World War II have caused many Ameri
cans to feel that it is all our own fault 
that we now have so many rivals in the 
world, bot h in the military sense and in 
the economic sense. 

I do not share that view. I think it is 
based upon a false assumption that the 
United States could remain omnipotent in 
world affairs. 

We could not. We can help guide and en
courage events to go the way we want. 
And we did that in the Marshall plan, when 
we helped restore the economies of Western 
Europe. But in many other places, especial
ly in areas of the world which are the least 
like our own economic, cultural, and politi
cal systems, our ability to influence events 
is much less. 

That, in my opinion, is a fact we should 
accept, instead of trying to find some scape
goat to blame it on. Back when I was in 
your place, graduating from college, it was 
the British Empire that we thought of as 
the great manager of the economic affairs 
and political affairs of the world. There 
was great disagreement as to whether that 
management was good or bad. But just in 
my lifetime we have seen many parts of 
that Empire take an independent place in 
the world. 

Today, India, Pakistan, Ceylon, and 
Malaya have joined the community of na
tions in Asia. Many countries of Africa 
have emerged into statehood. In our own 
hemisphere, the new West Indian Federa
tion, a whole group of former British 
islands in the Caribbean, is in the process 
of becoming independent. The same thing 
has happened to the colonial empires of 
France, Belgium, and the Netherlands. 

I do not believe that these changes have 
necessarily diminished the importance and 
significance of Great Britain in Western af
fairs. But they signify the impossibility 
of one nation maintaining a status quo for 
very long, in a world whose population is 
exploding and whose communication in 
ideas and aspirations is rapidly increasing. 

IMPORTANCE 0¥" AMERICAN EXAMPLE 

We cannot maintain such a status quo 
either. In my opinion, our greatest means 
of influencing world events is through the 
example we set in our own country. The 
United States can no more hide its image 
from the world today than it could in the 
19th century when we were the mecca for 
the oppressed . everywhere. As a practical 
matter, our very freedom invites not only 
our friends but our enemies to put America 
under a microscope. 

Recent tragic events in the South have 
produced headlines in Africa and Europe 

as large as in Massachusetts. There was 
one big difference, however. We know we 
are doing something about it. We know 
that areas of discrimination are gradually 
being eliminated. But the Africans do not 
get that side of the story. No matter how 
much money we put into the Voice of 
America, words cannot catch up with acts. 

This freedom which we cherish imposes 
heavy burdens. Our acts must conform to 
our words. This is in remarkable contrast 
to the Soviet Union and Communist 
China- the number one closed societies. 
There is no doubt that we live in a world 
characterized by a double standard. An 
open society must do what it says. A closed 
society can do what it pleases and say what 
will serve its purposes. 

We must also demonstrate to the world 
that while freedom of all kinds is imperiled 
by Communist tyranny, we are not going 
to be duped into curtailing our freedom in 
the name of preserving it. 

There has never been a time when the 
liberty of American people was not threat
ened form one source or another. There has 
not been a period in our history when some
one was not saying that unless we dispense 
with some or all of the Bill of Rights the 
country was doomed. 

What we must strive for in this generation 
is a realization that a devotion to our liber
ties, especially to those set forth in our Bill 
of Rights, is probably the strongest and 
greatest influence we have in the world. 

Moreover, we are in for a long contest with 
communism. It already has gone on for 
many decades, and has become acute in the 
last 15 years. It will stay that way for as 
long as anyone can see into the future. 

This means that any liberty surrendered by 
the American people in the name of com
bating communism will be surrendered for 
an indefinite time, and perhaps permanently. 
One cannot talk about giving up this or that 
"for the duration," as we do in time of war, 
because the term "duration" has no practical 
meaning. 

OUR LIBERTIES MUST BE CHERISHED 

So it seems to me we must reexamine what 
it is that we prize most highly about our 
country. It is what we prize the most that 
we must insist be preserved and, if possible, 
strengthen and expand it. I think it is not 
far wrong to say that it is our political and 
personal freedoms which we prize the most 
highly. It is the right to speak, to assemble, 
to petition, to worship, and to publish what 
we think and feel. 

These are the liberties our forebears 
prized so highly they put them into the Bill 
of Rights. They are the liberties which are 
under the most severe threat and attack 
from communism. That is why I say they 
are the liberties which must be the most 
firmly protected by those of us who cherish 
them. They have been lost to others by be
ing taken away; they must not be lost to us 
by our own volition, by our voluntary sur
render. 

I point out most respectfully that these 
are days when we free men and women 
should reexamine and rededicate ourselves to 
the governmental principles of democracy 
which guarantee our freedom. 

We are too prone to take these freedoms 
for granted. We 'are to quick to accept an ex
pediency in the administration·· of govern
ment, at the sacrifice of a basic civil right 
which our constitutional form of government 
was intended by our forefathers to guarantee 
us. 

Let us look for a moment, at just a few of 
our governmental rights as freemen. These 
are not platitudes. These are not political 
slogans of two bygone centuries. These are 
not impractical constitutional ideals. 

These basic principles of government spell 
the difference between freedom and totali
tarianism; between economic freedom of 
choice for the individual and any form of a 
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state economy by communism, fascism, state 
socialism, or cartelism, with its economic 
dictation through monopolistic combines. 

In a very real sense, commencement time 
is a time for rededication to ideals. It is a. 
time for assuming the responsibilities and 
opportunities of citizen statesmanship. It is 
only to the extent that your generation, rep
resented by thousands upon thousands of col
lege graduates all over America, puts into 
practice the ideals of our democratic form of 
government, that we have any hope of leav
ing a heritage of freedom to our great-grand
children. 

Let us look at a few of these abstract prin
ciples of government that form some of our 
basic guarantees of freedom and the right to 
govern ourselves. 

First, you have been taught that we are 
a government of laws and not of men. This 
principle of democratic government is not 
only an ideal of self-government, it is an 
absolute essential to personal liberty. May 
I digress from my thesis for a moment to call 
your attention to the truism that all prac
ticalities are, when all is said and done, just 
ideals put to work? You will never experi
ence a practicality in your lifetime, except 
in terms of an ideal put to work. There is 
nothing practical about an expediency. All 
an expediency is, I would have you remem
ber, is a rationalization for more or less in
tellectual dishonesty, or downright corrup
tion. 

An expediency is a compromise of principle, 
and once you compromise a principle just a 
little bit, you destroy it in its entirety. 
Therefore, I beseech you not to compromise 
this basic guarantee of constitutional gov
ernment, that we are a government of laws 
and not of men. 

This means, of course, that we must be on 
guard against proposals that seek to give 
arbitrary, capricious, unchecked power to 
mere men who hold governmental power, 
high or low. 
· Remember, this ideal of self-government 
is the warp and woof of constitutional gov
ernment. You learned it in high school, and 
college, as an essential part of our system 
of checks and balances. Don't ever waive it, 
if you want to remain free. 

It must be applied to all public servants 
of the people, if ·they are not to become 
masters of the people. It must be applied 
without fear or favor to Presidents, Congress, 
and courts. It must be applied in the car
rying out of the functions of every govern
ment official-national, State, and local. 

This leads me to comment on a second 
Ideal of self-government just referred to. 
We say we are a government under which 
the people are the masters and the govern
ment is the servant. Not only is this a great 
ideal, but it is an absolute necessity, if we 
are to remain free. 

Sit with me for awhile in the Senate and 
you will recognize how vital it is that this 
ideal be carried out in running our Govern
ment. Men, mere men in government 
sometimes forget they are servants and not 
masters of the people. They don't like it 
when they are called to an accounting for 
usurpations of power. They seek to scare 
the people into believing that the security 
of the country wm be jeopardized if they 
are not permitted to make little dictators 
of themselves in some branch of the govern
ment, unchecked by legislative inquiry or 
surveillance. 

Remember this, if you remember nothing 
else from your college courses in govern
ment. Our forefathers feared, and rightly 
so, the exercise of secret powers of govern
ment officials. The personal government of 
the British Crown produced the American 
Revolution. The history of many revolu
tions is the history of people fighting a 
government of men rather than by law- . 
gover;.unents in which the people were the 
servants, the slaves, the pawns, the victims 

of government masters who had become 
drunk with unchecked personal power. 

To protect us from personal power, our 
forefathers gave us the precious Bill of 
Rights. They gave us a free press which 
in a very real sense is the most potent 
weapon in the arsenal of democracy against 
tyrannical government. They gave us free
dom of speech, freedom of assembly, trial by 
jury, freedom of religion, protection from 
unwarranted search and seizure, protection 
from self-incrimination, our home as our 
castle. They gave us the most important 
personal freedom of all-the right to govern 
ourselves-the right of the free ballot. 
From beginning to end, they gave every gen
eration of American boys and girls the great
est charter and covenant of self-government 
yet penned by roan-the Constitution of the 
United States. 

As you commence your life of citizen 
statesmanship today, please remember that 
the rights of freedom guaranteed you by 
that Constitution are your greatest wealth. 
It is the greatest wealth you can will to your 
children and theirs. 

As I have said, you are now commencing 
to take up the responsibilities of citizen 
statesmanship. You cannot pass the buck, 
so to speak, to Congress or to the President, 
or to the Supreme Court, if you are to remain 
free. You, as a citizen, must help them keep 
you free. 

If we are to have a government by law and 
not by men, then we must support govern
ment by law and order and not countenance 
government by mob. The responsibilities of 
government by law and order apply to every 
citizen in every walk of life. It applies to 
students protesting the work of a. congres
sional committee whose procedures they may 
not like. It applies to them in San Francisco 
or New York or anywhere in between. It 
happens to be a function and duty of a Con
gress to investigate alleged communism, fas
cism. racism, or any other form of democ
racy-destroying maneuver in the United 
States. 

If any of the procedures of congressional 
investigation violate rights of personal lib
erty and some of them do, the answer is not 
mob violence against the committee, but the 
election of Members of Congress who will 
change the rules of procedures for conduct
ing such investigations so as to accomplish 
both the purposes of finding the facts about 
subversion of all types in our country and 
protecting the civil liberties of our people at 
the same time. It can be done and it should 
be done. 

We do not have to worry about the effec
tiveness of fair procedures in finding the 
guilty. Shortcuts in police and investigation 
procedures such as wiretapping, denial of 
confrontation by those who make secret 
charges against the accused, refusal to allow 
cross-examination of those who make the 
accusation, badgering of witnesses, denial of 
immediate arraignment, are the procedures 
of a police state, not of a government by law. 

However, the remedy for any such abuses, 
when they arise, is not mob action. It is not 
to be found in any attempt to deny govern
ment the right and power to conduct inves
tigations into termite forces that would eat 
away the foundation of our system of self
government. It is to be found in legislative 
reforms called for by the people at the ballot 
box. 

I would have you be on guard against the 
subversive activities o! not only communistic 
forces,. but other advocates of the law of the 
Jungle. I would have you express your faith 
in government by due process of law in keep
ing with the inalienable rights guaranteed all 
men-both the guilty and the Innocent
Under our constitutional government by law 
rather than by men. · 

That applies to mob rule in Birmingham 
or Montgomery, Ala., or Mississippi or New 
York or Chicago or anywhere else in America. 

FOREIGN POLICY FOR FUTURE 
But America must do even more than pre

serve the best of our past. 
I believe it is essential that if this Nation 

is to exercise an important role in tlie crea
tion of a world in which man can enjoy free
dom, we must recapture the revolutionary 
spirit which characterized our Nation in the 
past. This country did not become great by 
sitting on its status quo. 

Too many Americans have been overtaken 
by old age before their time. They believe 
that education which was good enough for 
grandpa. is good enough for grandson; that 
housing conditions of the 19th century 
should be perpetuated in the 20th; that re
lations between the races which hardened 
into a post-Civil War pattern should be 
maintained in the interest of domestic tran
quillity. 

Fortunately, we have a new administra
tion which is young at heart, albeit a trifle 
inexperienced. Certainly, the President in 
his public pronouncements has given ex
pression to our aspirations. His statement 
in his inaugural address, "If a free society 
cannot help the many who are poor, it can
not save the few who are rich," is a call to 
action to every American. But a call to ac
tion is not enough. It is important to dis
tinguish between statements and results. 
PROBLEMS OF ADMINISTERING LATIN AMERICAN 

POLICY 
Let me be specific. It is not enough to an

nounce a vast social program for Latin Amer
ica. Responsibilities must be fixed in indi
viduals to convert words and dollars into 
highways, public works, and social reform. 

Fortunately, after many months of delay, 
Mr. Robert Woodward has been appointed to 
the long-vacant post of Assistant Secretary 
of State for Latin American Affairs. But for 
several months, we had a variety of special 
aides, and task forces outside the State De
partment, working in this area. 

The result was that cooperation with the 
Congress in this area of foreign policy was 
virtually nil. The Cuban fiasco was a monu
ment to this scattered and divided com
mand. The gOOd will tour of Ambassador 
Stevenson can have only the most limited 
results, unless there is now a systematic fol
lowup by regular diplomatic personnel. It 
is greatly to be hoped that the ad hoc com
mittees will now be terminated. 

Now that we have this vital omce filled, 
Mr. Woodward's most important job is to 
hold the respect and confidence of the gov
ernments of the hemisphere. 

This is so, in my opinion, because the 
threat Fidel Castro's communism poses in 
the Western Hemisphere is directed far more 
at the republics to the south of us than it 
is to the United States. This country has 
infinitely less to fear from Castro than has 
Venezuela, or Colombia, or Bolivia, or half 
a dozen other governments. 

Castro is not trying to export his revolu
tion to the United States, or to Canada; he 
is trying to export it to other Latin Ameri
can countries, and up to now he has had 
at least a degree of success. 

That is what the Alliance for Progress is 
all about. It is intended to put American 
capital together with social and economic 
reform in Latin America, to raise living 
standards and remove the claim of com
munism that it alone holds the promise of 
a better life. 

But it is perfectly clear that the major 
task Is not the supplyil!g of capital, which 
is our end of the job. ~e major task is 
social and economic reform, which the co
operating governments must provide. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER, of Iowa, and I went 
to Bogota, Colombia, last September when 
the Act of Bogota was written, setting forth 
the pledges of all governments to par
ticipate in this effort. But as our report to 
the Senate made clear, no amount of 
American capital can overcome the vast gulf 
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between rich and poor in these countries; 
these governments must themselves under
take extensive tax reforms, so their own 
wealth is put to work at home, instead of 
being put in Swiss and New York banks 
where much of it goes now. 

These Latin American governments must 
prepare their blueprints for land reform, 
and then go ahead with it. They must plan 
for home construction, and then go ahead 
with it. 

The American taxpayers have for over a 
decade now been supporting some govern
ments in other parts of the world through 
our foreign aid, when it amounts to little 
more than supporting a rich, aristocratic 
class in power. Every year the bill gets 
higher, as we are finding out in the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee as we consider 
the foreign aid measure. Every year, more 
corruption and mismanagement comes to 
light. And every year, another government 
seems to dissolve anyway, taking our money 
with it. That happened in Iraq not so long 
ago, and now it is happening in Laos. 

That is a mistake we must not start in 
Latin America. The Congress has put up 
$500 million for the Alliance for Progress. 
Now it is up to the governments of Latin 
America to show their good faith by using 
it to promote real and effective and far
reaching economic reform. They cannot get 
away from the fact that their people are 
demanding a revolution of one kind or an
other. The only question is whether it will 
be peaceful, and guided in the channels of 
due process and just compensation, or 
whether it will be Fidel Castro's kind, with 
confiscation and mass executions. 

The alternative whereby the wealthy hang 
on to their oligarchic position, while the 
American taxpayers pay a relief bill for the 
masses of their poor to keep revolution away 
from their door, is just not available to them. 

So this task of encouraging, persuading, 
and helping the free governments of Latin 
America to achieve effective economic prog
ress through the wise application of the 
money we have put up is the most impor
tant job we have in this hemisphere. 

Every member of the audience here today 
knows that we are dealing with an implacable 
enemy. The Soviet Union is, to say the 
least, unfriendly toward the United States. 
It is ready to do us in by fair means or 
foul. The Soviet Union is well organized 
and has a single-mindedness of purpose 
which is not characteristic of a free society 
such as our own. 

I say these things because we must never 
underestimate the capacity of this adversary. 
We can expect that the Soviet Union will do 
its utmost to be in the forefront of every 
revolutionary development of the next 
decade. It will capture those movements 
whenever possible. Its closed society will 
hide internal conditions from the free world. 
It will lie as it sees fit. It will direct the 
resources of the Nation toward the educa
tion of science, the development of space 
rockets, or the shipping of luxury goods to 
new nations, as its purposes are served. 

The basic question of our time is whether 
we can so handle our foreign and domestic 
policies as to compete with an implacable 
enemy in such a way not only as to win, but 
to promote a way of life that will give free
dom to the common man-here and abroad. 

You are in for troubled times, but if 
you will keep the faith of freedom, if you 
will put into practice the ideals of our 
system of government by law, I have no 
doubt about your leaving a heritage of free
dom for future generations of American boys 
and girls. 

You are needed as the only hope for mil
lions of people around the world who must 
be won over to the cause of freedom in your 
generation. By example, we can teach and 
help them. By betraying our heritage, we 
wlll lose them to the cause of freedom. 

Lastly, remember that in essence what I 
have been saying is but an appeal for putting 
into practice our spiritual teachings. If we 
truly believe that man is the creation of a 
Divine Being, and I do, then we should put 
into practice the moral teachings in respect 
to our being our brother's keeper. 

Many overlook the fact that the constitu
tional principles I have been talking about 
sprung from the very deep religious con
victions of the men who wrote the Con
stitution. Most of them were very devout 
religious men. I ask you to take up the 
moral as well as the temporal burden of self
government and carry on in the faith of your 
forefathers. 

Yours will be a difficult job. But every 
generation of Americans has had a difficult 
job, and every generation has added some
thing to the physical power and to the 
moral strength of America. Every age since 
the time of Socrates in ancient Greece has 
thought that its younger generation was 
"going to pot," so to speak, and that the 
future could not be entrusted to it. 

I do not feel that way. I think our 
younger generation today is better equipped 
and qualified to take its place in society 
than any previous generation has been. 
Your tasks will not be easy ones, but I 
have no fears whatsoever about putting our 
future in your hands. 

I salute you, congratulate you, and wish 
you well in all your endeavors. I have faith 
in your citizen statesmanship. 

Abuses in the Soil Bank 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HENRY S. REUSS 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include the following letter: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 11,1961. 

Hon. ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, 
Secretary, Department of Agricttlture, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: Perhaps the main 
reason why Congress has let the soil bank 
lapse was the payment of enormous sums 
of the taxpayers' money by your predeces
sor, former Secretary of Agriculture Ezra 
Taft Benson, to big business multiple-farm 
operators for not growing crops. In 1957, 
·for example, Secretary Benson paid the sum 
of $346,546.56 to the Baughman Farms Co., 
operating wheat farms in Kansas and 
Colorado. 

Some of these payments, made before Con
gress · clamped down on the waste, are 
probably legal. But there has recently come 
to my attention a transaction, involving land 
formerly owned by the Baughman Farms 
Co., which I believe to be illegal. If ma
terial recently inserted into the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD by Senator WILLIAMS of 
Delaware (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Febru
ary 24, 1961, pp. 2649-2650) is true, as I 
believe it to be, Wayne E. Tallman, district 
manager of Baughman Farms Co., has il
legal.ly bilked (or proposes to bilk) the tax
payers of $221,000. Furthermore, members 
or employees of the ASC committees of 
Kiowa and Kit Carson Counties, Colo., where 

_most of the land lies-the very committees 
which are supposed to help enforce the law 
and prevent diversion of taxpayers' funds
appear to be involved in conflict-of-interest 
difficulties which may account for their 

failure in the last 4 years to do anything 
about the case. 

Briefly summarized, it appears that Wayne 
E. Tallman on February 25, 1957 bought 
6,960 acres of farm land from Baughman 
Farms Co., at a price of $20 per acre, or a 
total of $139,200. Within 30 days, Tallman 
then divided the ranch into six tracts, leased 
each one to a different tenant for a 10-year 
period, under terms that would net him 
$27,100 annually, or a total of $271,000 for 
the 10-year lease. The tenants were in turn 
instructed to place enough of the leased 
land under the soU bank conservation re
serve program to enable them to collect from 
the Government an annual payment equal 
to the agreed annual rental. With breath
taking gall, Tallman had his six tenants 
actually turn over to him the Government 
Conservation Reserve checks themselves. 

As Senator WILLIAMS points out: 
"At the end of this 10-year period Mr. 

Tallman will have $131,800 in cash profit, 
plus a 6,960-acre ranch, all paid for by the 
American taxpayers." 

Senator WILLIAMs also points out the com
plicity of ASC committee members and em
ployees in this transaction. 

So far, the transaction, while outrageous, 
doesn't appear to be illegal. But under the 
laws and regulations in effect during the 
Tallman transaction, no one producer may 
receive more than $5,000 a year from the 
conservation reserve program; and if he tries 
to evade this, his payments are stopped, and 
he must refund that which he has illegally 
pocketed. The relevant regulation provides: 

"The total of all annual payments under 
the conservation reserve program to any pro
ducer for any year with respect to all farms 
in which he has an interest shall not ex
ceed $5,000. All or any part of the annual 
payment which otherwise would be due any 
producer may be withheld, or required to 
be refunded, if he has adopted, or partici
pated in adopting, any scheme or device de
signed to evade, or which has the effect of 
evading, the provisions of this section." (6 
Code of Fed. Regs., "Conservation Reserve 
Program Regulations," sec. 485.164.) 

I respectfully request that you take 
prompt action: 

1. To preserve for the taxpayers $221,000 
(the difference between the $271,000 Tallman 
will receive during the period 1957-67, if un
checked, and the $50,000 which he is legally 
entitled to receive under the $5,000 annual 
regulation). Indeed, the regulation seems 
to require withholding or refunding of the 
entire amount of $271,000. Since the county 
ASC committees appear to be compromised, 
or at least unwilling to take action to pro
tect the taxpayers, it would seem necessary 
that you take this action yourself, perhaps in 
conjunction with the Department of Justice. 

2. To prevent further illegal raids on the 
Treasury by the prompt removal of members 
or employees of the county ASC committees 
in question who are involved in conflict-of
interest situations. 

I shall appreciate hearing from you on this, 
Sincerely, 

HENRY S. REUSS, 
Member of Congress. 

Jobless Teens Critical U.S. Problem 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President. the youth 

of America represent one of our great
est assets and ·best hopes for the future. 
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Upon their shoulders rests the re
sponsibility for preserving and perpetu
ating our way of life. 

A vast reservoir of youth power, they 
possess great creativity, talent, and 
energy that can and should be channeled 
to usefully serving our people and the 
Nation. 

Fortunately, young Americans, for the 
most part, are contributing construc
tively to family, civic, social, religious, 
and other activities of community life. 

Regrettably, however, a large and 
growing number are out of step with 
society. If the present trends continue, 
for example, by 1962 an estimated 1 mil
lion teenagers will be arrested annually 
for crimes, misdemeanors, and other 
kinds of misconduct. Because of the 
broad scope of this problem-inciden
tally, a worldwide problem, not merely 
a U.S. problem-more effective efforts 
are needed to curb delinquency. 

In attempting to resolve the problem 
of delinquency, however, we must not 
allow such efforts to overshadow the 
fine activities and accomplishments of 
the right-living, right-thinking youth
our adults of tomorrow. 

In my judgment, rather, we need to 
accent the positive-not the nega
tive-by expanding and further improv
ing our youth-development programs. 

Particularly, we have not provided the 
young folks of America with an oppor
tunity to participate to a proper degree 
in our economic progress. 

Recently, the Milwaukee Sentinel pub
lished, in Victor Riesel's column, an 
article by Secretary of Labor Goldberg 
entitled "Jobless Teens Critical U.S. 
Problem." 

Reflecting upon one of the major as
pects of the challenge for youth devel
opment programs, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the article printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

(From the Milwaukee Sentinel, July 10, 
1961] 

JoBLESS TEENS CRITICAL U.S. PROBLEM 
(By Arthur J. Goldberg) 

WASHINGTON.-Right now, there are over 
1 Y:.t m1llion unemployed young people under 
19 years of age. This great population of 
unemployed and out-of-school young people 
has aptly been called social dynamite. 

Continued unemployment among large 
numbers of idle youth is potentially our 
most dangerous social condition since it 
provides such a fertile seedbed for crime 
and delinquency. 

Looked at squarely, what we are facing 
here is: (1) A problem of the city slum, (2) 
a problem of employment, and (3) a prob
lem faced largely by minority groups. 

There are, of course, other factors, but I 
consider these three basic. 

It is my belief that a decided relationship 
exists between employment opportunity and 
delinquency. 

In urban areas where large percentages of 
young people are both out of school and 
out of work, it seems clear that some or all 
of the following conditions exist: 

Limited employment opportunity at hand; 
lack of means to go where the jobs are; 
lack of education and skill to qualify for most 
jobs today; realization that the school grad
uate is as hard up to find work as the non
graduate; the feeling among youth that the 

door out of the slum ls not steady work at 
low pay but an opportunistic gamble. 

In attempting to change this environment, 
certain things !mediately suggest themselves 
a.s appropriate for Government attention. 

The first Is the provision of some kind of 
job training to qualify young people for 
employment. 

The second is the creation of a device to 
locate jobs and make them available to slum 
youth. 

A third is the vigorous enforcement of 
anticrime laws. 

An.d.. a iourth is an acceleration of the 
effort to eliminate prejudicial practices in 
business and labor unions. 

By 1965 we will have 40 percent more per
sons under 20 years of age in our labor 
force than we do today. If we are to move 
effectively against youth unemployment, we 
should begin now. 

The occupational trouble usually begins 
not when a young man first comes into the 
labor force but long before. A training pro
gram underwritten by Government should 
concentrate at the root--in the age group 
between 16 and 22. 

It should, of course, be open to all, re
gardless of race, color, creed, sex, or place of 
national origin. 

And it should proceed in two directions~ 
private training programs sponsored and 
conducted by employers, trade associations, 
labor organizations and other agencies, and 
public service training programs designed to 
create employment opportunity in the com
munity. 

The second approach is equally appealing 
to me. The places where youthful unem
ployment and unfinished educations pre
dominate are the very places severely 
plagued with public service problems. 
Training programs for public service, con
ducted by local and State Governments in 
cooperation with the Federal Government, 
open the doors to occupational usefulness 
in the places of greatest need. 

Health work, education, recreation, wel
fare-work in hospitals and day care cen
ters, in museums and zoos, on programs for 
children and the aging, housing projects, 
citizenship programs-a whole list of things, 
immediately suggest themselves. Allowance 
payments made to young people engaged in 
federally supported training for such work 
would pay national dividends far beyond the 
financial cost. 

There should be, too, some kind of pro
gram that links the energy and presently 
wasted manpower of unemployed young men 
with the needs in our natural resources and 
conservation programs. One need seems to 
complement the other. Conserving the gifts 
of nature may help release the great human 
gifts present in our young people and cur
rently stifled. in the slum environment. 

The President has sent to Congress a bill 
embodying these proposals-the Youth Em
ployment Opportunities Act, which I hope 
the Congress will pass soon. 

Beyond governmental initiative, however, 
there is a question of private response. In 
a free society, the legislative approach to 
social growth is at best to be considered as 
a minimum requirement of responsible 
leadership. 

I believe a large share of the responsibility 
for occupational imprisonment rests upon 
the policies of management and labor. 

No young person can be asked to share in 
the mores of our society when he cannot 
share in the work and receive the fruits of 
the work of that society. 

Unions that deny membership and ap
prenticeship opportunities to the young 
Negro--firms with unwritten discriminatory 
policies-help to build the high wan that 
shuts out the light of opportunity around 
our poor urban districts. 

We can help train young people. We can 
help turn them to useful work. In public 

service employment we can guarantee them 
a nondiscriminatory work environment. 
But if firms will not hire them, if unions 
will not take them into membership--then 
their frustration is compounded. 

As I have said many times to management 
groups and to labor groups, if you want to 
know what you can do for your country: 
Stop discriminating. 

Admit Red China, Sell the Free World 
Short 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
0~ 

HON. PAUL B. DAGUE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, it is alarm
ing to contemplate the determination 
with which certain persons high in Gov
ernment seem bent on compromising on 
the admission of Red China to the 
United Nations. Officials o! the Steven
son·Bowles persuasion seem to have 
complacently accepted the British idea 
that admission is inevitable and that the 
free nations might as well get used to 
the idea of cohabiting with these inter
national pariahs. 

At this stage of the machinations the 
White House, of course, is maintaining 
its no recognition, no admission front, 
but in the light of what has happened 
in Cuba and in Laos the American peo
ple may as well resign themselves to 
the fact that leadership from that sec
tor is going to be uncertain at best. But 
the man in the street, as usual, seems 
to be several jumps ahead of his elected 
leaders and I have yet to find a single 
person in my congressional district who 
thinks that recognition of the Reds 
would not be folly in the extreme. In
deed, most of those with whom I have 
talked feel that we made an extremely 
bad bargain when we recognized Red 
Russia in 1933-to the everlasting glory 
of the New Deal-and that to duplicate 
that ill-considered action in the case of 
Communist China would be suicidal. 

And just why should these Chinese 
gangsters be accepted into the family 
of nations? Red China stands adjudged 
as an aggressor by the very organization 
to which admission is proposed and the 
thousands of American youth who died 
in the rice paddies and on the desolate 
ridges of Korea cry aloud in protest at 
the recognition of their bloody-handed 
killers. As a practical matter, Red 
China remains wholly and boastfully 
defiant of the rules of decent interna
tional conduct and blatantly and arro
gantly proclaims complete dedication to 
the philosophy of armed combat as the 
means of promoting her godless ideology. 

What, indeed, have we come to when 
we supinely accept the opportunistic 
philosophy that we cannot avoid taking 
these conniving hoodlums to our 
bosom-these brigands who have shown 
their true identity in the rape of Tibet? 
Must we adjust ourselves to the idea that 
we should accept into our homes every 
unrepentant thief, crook, and murderer 
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who knocks at our door? Certainly the 
spectacle of an intransigent Russia 
should warn the free nations of what 
they can expect if these Asiatic killers 
of their own people are allowed to don 
the cloak of respectability by acceptance 
as honorable members of the interna
tional community. 

And what should we do to forestall this 
catastrophe? It is really very simple. 
We should declare to all and sundry-by 
congressional resolution and Presidential 
proclamation-that the admission of 
Red China to the U.N. will result 
in our immediate and permanent with
drawal from that body. We should then 
follow our actions by the demand that 
the U.N. remove its physicaJ presence 
from our shores within 2 years. Follow
ing that, we should serve notice on Red 
Russia that the next aggressive move on 
her part in our direction will result in 
the complete severance of all ties be
tween this Nation and the Soviets. 

We are now in a state of war and to 
continue to fraternize with those who 
are bent on our destruction is folly in the 
extreme. Let us have no more of it and 
let us show both our foes and our fickle 
friends that we mean what we say. 

Buffalo Harbor U.S. Army 
Engineers 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. ·JOHN R, PILLION 
OJ' NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

weanesday, July 12, 1961 
Mr. PILLION. Mr. Speaker, on June 

10, the Niagara Frontier Port Author
ity-the Buffalo City · metropolitan 
area-sponsored a ceremony upon the 
opening of a new 25- by 26-foot Buf
falo Harbor entrance. 

For the past 3 years the Buffalo area 
has been suffering from serious economic 
dislocations with resultant heavy un-
employment. ~ · 

The St. Lawrence Seaway has been a 
partial cause. The bypass of Buffalo 
has resulted in a severe reduction of 
grain storage and transportation. 
There have been consequent losses of 
employment in both the grain and rail
road industries. Imports have also 
added to the reduction of employment. 

It is hoped that the new harbor en
trance will stimulate Buffalo's economy 
to compensate for its recent setbacks. 
In essence, the ceremony was a tribute 
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
and its highly competent personnel. 

My address at this ceremony follows: 
It is a high privilege to be associated with 

you 1n this dedication. It is a historic 
event for Buffalo and the Niagara frontier. 
The opening, today, of this new north chan
nel is a significant improvement to the 
economy of western New York. In a large 
measure, Buffalo's well-heing is - dependent 
upon economic water transportation. Our 
past, present, and future are -interwoven 
with waterborne traffi.c and transportation 
costs. The St. Lawrence Seaway and the at
tendant international competition has in-
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tensified the need ·for this 1niprovem€mt of 
Buffalo's harbor facilities. 

We have now realized a substantial com
pletion of the construction of the Buffalo 
Harbor and Buffalo River improvement pro
gram. This project was first authorized in 
the year 1945. 

It represents an outlay of $11 mlllion. 
This cost is an investment, an $11 million 
investment in the continuing growth of this 
area-in the future strength and prosperity 
of this Nation. 
· The 22- by 23-foot depth in the Buffalo 
River and the 25- by 26.,.foot depth in the 
north channel gives Buffalo a modernized, 
adequate harbor facility. 

The U.S. Army Engineers are in the initial 
stages of planning and construction to 
deepen the south channel to a depth of 28 
to 30 feet. 

The relocation of the new north entrance 
channel and the construction of the new 
breakwater, provide Buffalo with a safe all
weather harbor that is comparable with 
that of any other city on the Great Lakes. 

Continuing industrial development and 
expansion in the Buffalo area is basic to our 
economic welfare. It provides the job op
portunities, the payrolls, the public services 
that are fundamental to an integrated and 
prosperous community. 

This harbor improvement is a substantial 
contribution toward making the Niagara 
frontier more attractive to commerce and 
industry. It is a. step toward more jobs, 
more opportunities, toward greater pros
perity and a higher standard of living. 

The completion of the north channel has 
been a community effort. We can, each of 
US, derive a sense Of satisfaction in a job 
well done. However, special mention should 
be made of those persons and those organ
izations that made extraordinary contribu
tions to this effort. This community owes 
a deep debt of gratitude to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers for a remarkable and 
efficient _job. 

The following officials in Washington were 
closely identified with this project: Ma.j. 
Gen. E. C. Itschner, now retired, Chief of 
U.S. Army Engineers; and Maj. Gen. Wil
liam F. Cassidy, Director of Civil Works, 
U.S. Army Engineers. 

The Buffalo district omce of the U.S. Army 
Engineers performed their usual magnificent 
job of planning, designing, and supervision. 

Incidentally, we in Buffalo are both 
pleased and grateful for the recent decision 
to keep the Buffalo district oftl.ce intact. 
They are a good and efficient team. They 
have been a great a$Set to this community. 
We don't want to lose them or any part of 
thia team. 

We acknowledge the outstanding contri• 
butions made by Col. Loren W. Olmstead, 
Col. Earle B. Butler and Col. Stanley Hunt 
of the Buffalo district office, to this project. 

We regret Colonel Butler's impending 
transfer. He has performed an exceedingly 
capable job during his stay in Buffalo. We 
wish him well. We trust that his departure 
will be in the direction of a well-deserved 
promotion. 

Our distinguished guest, Brig. Gen. 
Thomas DeF. Rogers, division engineer, is 
both a truthful and generous gentleman. 
Last night, he told me that Col. Stanley 
Hunt of the Buffalo office was one of the 
most capable engineers in the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engine·ers. His team of design en
gineers is one of the world's best design 
groups. That was a generous and cour
teous expression. It was also a statement 
of fact. 
· The critical decision in this project was 

made in the year 1956. At that time, Colo
nel Olmstead had to decide whether to 
deepen the existing channel in rock, or to 
relocate the channel into a soft .material 
area. His decision to relocate the channel 
was· the right one. In spite of various pres-

sures, he had the fortitude, foresight, and 
wisdom to delay this work for 1 year, until 
the studies and model tests could be com
pleted. His judgment has been completely 
vindicated. As a. result, we have a better 
and safer harbor entrance. When needed, 
this cliaimel can, at any time, be readily 
deepened to accommodate the 27-foot sea
way depth. The eventual deepening to sea
way depth in this newly alined channel, can 
be made with an estimated saving to our 
taxpayers of approximately $17 mlllion. 

Colonel Olmstead, as district engineer, was 
in overall charge of the supervision of the 
construction· of tHe St~ Lawrence Seaway. 
This we.s one of the world's outstanding 
engineering jobs. We, in western New York, 
are most pleased with his decision to asso
ciate himself with the Niagara Frontier Port 
Authority. His experience, his stability, his 
mature judgment will prove to be a most 
valuable contribution to the port authority 
and to this community. 

We owe our thanks to Buffalo's two fine 
newspapers, the Buffalo Evening News and 
the Buffalo Courier-Express. They have been 
constant in concentrating community sup
port for this project. 

The Buffalo Chamber of Commerce has 
given its continuing support to the realiza
tion of this project. I recall the numerous 
visits of Cliff Fitchner to Washington and 
his fruitful appearances before congressional 
committees. 

We can appropriately acknowledge the 
splendid efforts of Mayor Sedita, Senator 
Mahoney, the Buffalo Common Council, and 
the Erie County Board of Supervisors. 

The Niagara Frontier Port Authority has 
been most helpful. John Ulinsk;i, Joseph P. 
Molony, Charles Penney, and Harold Ehr
lich were most cooperative and attentive 
to every phase of this project. 

But, all in all, we can't look upon this 
project as a panacea or cure-all for our 
economic ills. Navigation costs are a sig
nificant factor but not a major factor in 
our total production costs. 

This project is merely an example of how 
we can and how we must continue to meet, 
equal, and surpass the competition we face 
both nationally and internationally. 

We must constantly keep in mind that 
we, in Buffalo, are competing with every 
other industrial city on the Great Lakes. 
We are competing with every other area in 
the South, North, East, and West of this 
Nation. It is competition in the quality, 
the utility, the production quantity, and 
above all, the costs of our products and 
services. 

We are handicapped by higher than aver
age local, school, city, county, and State 
taxes, by restrictive laws, rules and regula
tions. 

In some instances, we have suffered from 
a hostillty in labor-management relations. 
I know of two firms where this has been a 
significant factor resulting in the loss of 
nearly 10,000 jobs for western New York. 

New York State suffers from a lack of ef
fective political representation in Congress 
and in Washington. In the Senate, our two 
Senators have one-fiftieth or 2 percent of 
the voting power. They lack the votes to 
effectively represent New York's popula
tion-10 percent of this Nation. 

In the House of Representatives, the 43 
Representatives are almost equally divided 
in their political philosophy. They merely 
cancel each other out. They lack political 
unity and political effectiveness. 

As a partial result of our political anemia, 
New York's taxpayers pay approximately $10 
billion of taxes annually into the Federal 
Treasury. We receive back approximately 
$7.5 billion in total payments and benefits. 
A $2.5 billion annual deficit balance · of pay
ments between the State of New York and 
the U.S. Government is a severe handicap 
to our economy, to our welfare, to our future. 
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We must face Federal-aid programs that 

are political subsidies to other States. These 
100-odd programs return $1 to New York for 
each $2.50 paid in. These subsidies enable 
other States to offer lower State taxes to at
tract industry and business. 

Agricultural, reclamation, and irrigation 
subsidies are politically tailored to favor 
other areas of the Nation at the expense of 
the Northeastern States. 

Huge Federal subsidies for public power 
projects enable other sections of the country 
to offer public power at costs ranging from 2 
to 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. Our costs 
range from 5 to 7 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

The St. Lawrence Seaway is bringing us 
into competition with other nations and with 
other world products. 

I am not, however, pessimistic. I like to 
consider myself a practical optimist about 
our future. 

We have both the human and material re
sources for a continuing expansion of our 
economy. We have the will and the deter
mination to make this community a better 
place to work in and to live in. But, only 
by our continuing cooperation in projects 
such as this can we make it so. 

Congressman Lane Appears Before Vet
erans' Affairs Committee in Support of 
World War I Pension Bill 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. THOMAS J. LANE 
OF :MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I 
include my statement before the Sub
committee on Compensation and Pen
sions of the House Veterans' Affairs 
Committee on July 11, 1961, in support 
of H.R. 3745 providing a pension for vet
erans of World War I: 

Mr. Chairman and members of the com
mittee, the average age of World War I 
veterans is beyond the 65-year mark that 
generally qualifies a person for retirement 
due to age. 

More than 427':! years after the armistice 
of November 11, 1918, these veterans petition 
the Congress for a pension based on their 
service. The income limitations specified in 
H.R. 3745 are consistent with the provisions 
of pension legislation now in effect. What 
we seek is a broader coverage, and at a 
higher rate that bears some relation to the 
minimum cost of living. 

Under its provisions, a veteran of World 
War I who is married and has dependents, 
would receive a pension of $1,228.56 per 
year. Even if he did have an income that 
reached the ceiling of $3 ,600--and most of 
them do not-his pension plus income would 
be slightly more than $4,300. This total 
is considerably less than the minimum re
quired to support an aging veteran and his 
wife. 

I reiterate the fact that most veterans, 
even with the proposed pension, would not 
have a total income anywhere near the 
situation I have described. 

There was no GI bill of rights for those 
who served in World War I. It is impossible, 
of course, to enact retroactive legislation 
whereby the Nation would accord to them 
the same benefits enjoyed by the veterans 
o.f World War II, and Korea. 

But it is possible to make up, in part, for 
this deficit, through the medium of H.R. 

3745, to provide a pension based on age, 
and honorable service. 

When a veteran reaches the age of 65, the 
reasonable presumption is that his health 
is not as good as it was at 40, 50, or 60. 
Furthermore, he labors under a very real 
economic disability in holding the job he 
has, and more so if he loses his job through 
a reduction in force and has to seek other 
employment. 

Many of their best earning years were can
celed out by the long depression of the 
1930's. Those who were steadily employed, 
did not receive wages that would permit 
them to build up savings sufficient to meet 
today's high cost of living. What they did 
manage to put aside has depreciated from 
its original value, due to inflation. 

Social security benefits, averaging $74 per 
month, even when supplemented by old-age 
assistance provide an austerity standard of 
living. 

Medical costs alone, make a mockery of 
this security. The exorbitant prices charged 
for drugs that can be mass produced at a 
lower unit cost, is but one instance of the 
straightened economic circumstances in 
which too many World War I veterans find 
themselves in the "twilight of their lives." 

The whole history of pension legislation 
for veterans--covering all the wars before 
1917-is a mandate for approval of H.R. 3745. 
In fact, pensions for the veterans of previ
ous wars have frequently been more liberal, 
both as to qualifying age and benefits than 
the bill now under consideration by this 
committee. 

It was less than 42 years a!ter the end of 
the Civil War that the act of February 6, 
1907 was passed. According to the new law, 
veterans having had a minimum of 90 days' 
service in the Civil War, who were honor
ably discharged, and who were at least 62 
years of age, were eligible for pensions. 

Pensions for veterans of the Spanish
American War were provided for less than 
22 years after the end of that conflict. A 
minimum of 90 days' service, an honorable 
discharge, and attainment of the age of 62 
were required for eligibility. 

Most of the veterans of World War I never 
sought special assistance from the Govern
ment. More than half the total of those· who 
served have since passed away. 

Of the survivors, more than 600,000 are 
not now receiving pensions, even though 
their average age is past 65, and their ability 
to earn a living commensurate with today's 
needs is gone. 

They have already lost 3 years of pen
sion benefits that were granted to the veter
ans of the Civil War, and the veterans of the 
Spanish-American War, who became eligible 
at the age of 62. 

Because of this irretrievable loss, I re
spectfully urge this committee to report 
favorably without further delay, on H.R. 
3745, the World War I Pension Act of 1961. 

Imports Destroy Local Industry and 
Nurture Widespread Unemployment 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOHN P. SAYLOR 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, it is al
ways a privilege to be able to associate 
myself with the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. BAILEY] on matters per
taining to international trade. His long 
record of support for American industry 
and labor against the crushing impact 

of imported goods produced by workers 
whose wages are shamefully low is rec
ognized and admired in Pennsylvania as 
much as in his own State. 

I am happy to find that the West 
Virginia State Legislature has taken an 
active interest in the U.S. Tariff Com
mission investigation initiated because 
of the losses sustained by America's 
glass industry to unfair foreign compe
tition. Western Pennsylvania has also 
felt the effects of unrealistic tariff poli
cies that permit imported glass and 
other consumer items to destroy local 
industry and nurture widespread unem
ployment and hardship. Other State 
legislatures should be encouraged to take 
similar action. Perhaps Congress, when 
the voice of the people at home becomes 
sufficiently loud and clear through such 
media as State legislatures, will finally 
make restitution for the surrender of its 
constitutionally delegated power over in
ternational commerce. 

We who have been exposed to the im
poverishments of our communities 
through irresponsible trade policies are 
quick to appreciate any decisions by the 
Tariff Comm1ssion that are beneficial to 
the economy of this country. Decisions 
of this nature are so few and far be
tween, however, that there is seldom an 
occasion for jubilation. It is particu
larly distressing when a favorable Tariff 
Commission recommendation is rejected 
by the White House, although such pro
cedure has come to be expected in re
cent years. 

It would seem past time, Mr. Speaker, 
that Members of Congress accept the 
fact that present foreign trade policies 
are entirely inadequate, indefensible, 
and inane. Even under most satisfac
tory conditions, the Tariff Commission 
is without authority to provide the kind 
of protection American industry and la
bor must have for proper development 
and moderate prosperity. 

We most assuredly welcome whatever 
consideration the Tariff Commission 
proffers. Nonetheless, Members of this 
legislative body who are dissatisfied with 
the executive department's arrogation 
of authority over trade policy, who ob
ject to the displacement of American 
workers through reckless importation of 
commodities from abroad, and who rec
ognize the long-term damage involved 
in a program that gives precedence to 
foreign exporters over domestic consid
erations; those of us who consider 
America's ·economy and defense our first 
responsibility must join together in 
drawing up a set of rules not presently 
being observed. Congress can no longer 
stand by and watch national welfare be 
sacrificed in favor of so-called diplo
macy. Opening markets without regard 
to the effect on employment in this 
country was a connivance of the dis
ciples of internationalism which has not 
only failed to win us more friends, but 
in actuality has produced a healthier 
grade of enemies. Russia's current in
vasion of energy markets in Europe, 
Africa, South America, and the Far East 
is lending em.9hasis to the futility of this 
country's attempts to purchase friend
ship with either hard cash or soft im
port policies. 
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There is also danger of supply gaps in 

all industries whose capacity to meet 
mobilization requirements is being de
pleted by competition from abroad. 
Glass is a good example. When a grow
ing ratio of domestic demand is met by 
foreign supplies, America's own glass 
production is stinted instead of moving 
forward with the growth in population 
and rise in living standards. The glass 
industry finds it impossible to continue 
at normal operational levels when its 
markets are overrun by products shipped 
in from overseas. Glassworkers must 
seek employment in other industries, 
sometimes far removed geographically. 
If an emergency comes and imports are 
cut off, the domestic glass industry could 
not be expected to meet the sharply ac
celerated requirements. 

Here is where we must make the deci
sion to be sure that there will be no 
supply gaps under mobilization condi
tions. Whatever the product-glass, 
oil, coal, machine tools, pottery-Con
gress must erect the necessary safe
guards. You name it. There are few 
congressional districts where the impact 
of unfair foreign competition has not 
been felt. I invite my colleagues to join 
me and my distinguished colleague from 
West Virginia in our long battle for a 
logical foreign trade policy. With the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act expir
ing a year hence, now is a most appro
priate time to serve notice on the execu
tive department that future trade pacts 
must be made in favor of America's in
dustries and labor instead of assorted 
peoples whose only interest in us is what 
our Government can do for them. 

Social Justice and Self-Respect in Foreign 
Aid 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. SEYMOUR HALPERN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 12, 1961 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, as we 
are asked to consider new and extended 
administration proposals for foreign aid, 
it is in order to consider two vital ele
ments in any long-range program to ex
tend economic and technical assistance 
to other countries. 

These elements are the principles of 
morality, social justice, and the neces
sity for national self-respect in the meas
ures which the citizens of this country 
are asked to underwrite. 

The President himself has laid down 
the principle that American foreign aid 
should support standards of morality 
and social justice. However, we show 
ourselves lacking in dignity and self
respect when we extend assistance to 
countries which systematically discrim
inate against American citizens on the 
basis of race, creed, or color. 

This was the point which I made in a 
speech delivered to the ninth annual 
convention of the New York State Zion-

ist Region, ZOA, at Grossinger Hotel, 
Liberty, N.Y., on June 3, 1961. 

Mr. Speaker, inasmuch as the subject 
matter of my talk is pertinent to a vital 
aspect and basic principle in the foreign 
aid legislation now being considered by 
this Congress, under unanimous consent 
I include the text of my speech in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

Ladles and gentlemen of the New York 
Zionist Region, I am very pleased that you 
have invited me to join you tonight on the 
happy occasion of the New York State 
Zionist Region Convention. It is signifi
cant that this convention coincides with 
Israel's 13th birthday-her bar mitzvah. 

When one is confronted with a well-in
formed and perceptive audience such as you 
are, he has indeed a challenging assignment. 

Several weeks ago I was proud to be among 
the Members of Congress-Jews and non
Jews, Republicans and Democrats-who 
arose to commemorate Israel's bar mitzvah 
anniversary. The stress was on Israel's re
markable achievements, American-Israel 
friendship, and the mutual affinity linking 
our two nations. 

But at the age of 13, not only is a Jewish 
youth accorded privileges and status in the 
Jewish religious community, he is also vested 
with certain responsibillties. He becomes a 
guardsman and a soldier. The most brilliant 
annals of Jewish military history, from 
Judas Maccabeus and Bar Kochba to the 
heroic Haganah, from David who slew 
Goliath to Degania, the oldest kibbutz in 
Israel, record the deeds of our youth. For 
it was in Degania that teenaged Jewish boys 
in 1948 destroyed Arab tanks with flaming 
bottles of gasoline and saved the Jordan 
Valley south of the Sea of Galilee. Out
numbered and virtually unarmed, boys as 
young as 13 fought and died to rebuild and 
defend the Galilee. 

The Arabs had invaded the area assigned 
by the United Nations partition to the Jews. 
But there were no United Nations forces nor 
world powers to defend Jewish life, honor, 
and dignity. There were only the Jews
boys and men, girls and women-and the 
treme.ndous support from abroad including 
the Zionist movement in America-from the 
very ladies and gentlemen I have the honor 
to address tonight. 

When circumstances demanded in our his
tory, Jewish youths of 13 became the soldiers, 
the watchmen, the guardians of our people. 
Now Israel has attained her bar mitzvah. 
You all know the ancient Hebrew proverb: 
"The watchman of Israel does not sleep and 
does not slumber." 

So it is today. Israel has attained won
derful achievements and status, by her own 
sweat and blood and by the efforts and 
vigilance of her friends abroad including the 
faithful Zionists gathered here tonight. 

But the watchman of Israel may not sleep 
and may not slumber even today. We have 
lived to see great progress. However, a tre
mendous challenge remains along with a 
continuing--even increasing-need for vigi
lance on the part of Israel and her friends. 

That great Zionist, the late Mr. Justice 
Brandeis, maintained that Zionism made for 
better Americanism. Never has that been 
more true than today. America and Israel 
share the same goal: preservation of free
dom. America and Israel face the same 
threat: communism and fellow-traveling 
Arab nations. Support of Israel is identical 
with the interests of America and the free 
world as well as those emerging nations 
that sincerely strive for human equality and 
progress. 

We are living in a chaotic change of civlli
zation. There have been incredible achieve
ments in science, in space exploration; in 
medicine, in the prolongation and enrich
ment of life. Brotherhood o.f mankind is 

moving rapidly forward. · But so are the 
threats to our very existence. 

· On the world scene, there is missile gap 
as well as moral gap. Democracy ls not 
self-propelled, like a rocket. We must keep 
building freedom to make it survive and 
spread. This is not done by hypocrisy and 
two-faced policies. Americ:a must imple
ment its professed ideals, whether in Ala
bama or Arabia. 

Every one of us appreciates the gravity of 
the world problems facing America tonight. 
Americans, regardless of political party, race, 
color, or creed, give President Kennedy our 
hopeful and sympathetic good will and sup
port as he negotiates abroad, seeking the 
preservation of peace and freedom. All 
Americans participate in our open society. 
We must debate issues and resolve the best 
course. And we must say what we mean
and mean what we say-whether dealing 
with Cuba or with Arab blockade and boy
cott tactics. 

While I mention Cuba, it is interesting to 
note that some of those sincere humani
tarians, in justifying approval of Castro's 
tractors-for-prisoners swap, have compared 
it with the offer of the notorious Nazi crim
inal, Adolf Eichmann, to exchange Jews for 
trucks. But there is a difference. The 
Cubans in question were soldiers who in
vaded Cuba to free it. The Jews for whom 
Eichmann sought ransom were merely in
nocent men, women, and children who had 
made no invasions but were only trying to 
survive. 

Speaking of the Eichmann case, I do not 
underst!:md the State Department's tacit 
boycott of the legal proceedings in Jeru
salem. I regret that America was one of 
the two countries (the other was England) 
that refused to send diplomatic observers. 

The State Department deplores the wan
ton acts of Dictator Castro. Should not it 
be as concerned about crimes against Jews, 
indeed the murder of 6 million? It is hard 
to understand this unless it is a part of a 
policy to avoid offending Colonel Nasser, the 
Castro of the Middle East. The United Arab 
Republic is defending Eichmann and has 
accused Israel-mind you--of comn'l.itting all 
the crimes of which Israel accuses Eichmann. 

The Arabs respond emotionally and ven
omously every time America makes any move 
they interpret as supporting Israel. This 
may explain the perennial appeasement tend
ency 1n the State Department and the 
shocking boycott by our Government of the 
Eichmann trial. 

The State Department has in its files the 
Nazi archives captured in Berlin in 1945. In 
fact, among material just released was a 
German official Foreign Ministry document, 
No. 1232. This was a proposal to Hitler by 
the Grand Mufti of the Arabs "in agreement 
with the Iraq Government, the Saudi Arabian 
Government, the leading statesmen of Syria" 
that Hitler backed "the right of the Arab 
countries to solve the Jewish question in the 
national and racial interest of the German 
model." The Arabs tolds Hitler secretly dur
ing the war : "The enemies of the Arab coun
tries and Germany are the same • • • the 
Jews, and the Americans." 

The State Department archives establish 
that the Arab States congratulated the Nazis 
on Adolf Eichmann's mass murders. The 
Arabs, and their apologies, displayed no con
cern about Jews being kidnaped from one 
Nazi-occupied country to another nor about 
so-called ex post facto laws nor even about 
juridical consid,erations of the crematoria. 

The shocking truth is that the Arabs to
day would like nothing better than to put 
Eichmann back into operation. 

The Israeli Chief of Staff recently reported 
a massive military buildup by the United 
Arab Republic. Over $4,500 million has been 
earmarked by Nasser in a 5-year plan. The 
plan does not seek to raise the miserable 
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living standards of his Arab subjects. It is 
for a new aggression against Israel-and a 
grandiose scheme for an empire encompass
ing Africa as well as the Middle East. To 
gain his ends, Nasser is collaborating with 
the Soviet Union and benefiting from huge 
shipments of Russian tanks, jets, and guns. 

There is need for greater vigilance than 
ever by Israel and her friends. Nasser's in
trigues facilitate Communist penetration of 
the Middle East and Africa. He plays off 
East against West. At the United Nations, 
the Arabs almost invariably vote with the 
Sino-Soviet bloc against the free world. 

In the guise of backing new nations of 
Africa, Nasser is striving to turn them against 
Israel and the West. As far back as 1956, 
President Kennedy, then a Senator, described 
Nasser as "the chief provacateur against the 
West." At the recent United Nations Gen
eral Assembly, Nasser voted with the Soviet 
Union on 53 occasions but only 4 times with 
America. 

In 1960, Congress in its wisdom, adopted 
an amendment to the Mutual Security Act, 
which I am proud to have cosponsored in 
the House-setting forth in no uncertain 
terms the U.S. position opposing boycotts, 
blockades and restrictions in the use of 
international waterways. The President 
was authorized to deny aid to any nation 
violating the principle. 

Earlier, in 1959, Congress amended the 
Mutual Security Appropriations Act to state 
in strong language the U.S. opposition to 
discrimination against any American, for 
reason of race or religion, by recipients of 
American aid. This provision was continued 
in the 1960 Appropriations Act. Both these 
amendments provided unquestioned stand
ards for nations seeking to qualify for 
American aid. And no state should be an 
exception. The President under this author
ity could, and quite justifiably, disqualify 
a nation from receiving economic aid paid~ 
for by all American taxpayers if that nation 
practiced discrimination against American 
citizens on account of race or religion. 

Despite the strong, unqualified intent of 
these amendments, aid to the Arab States 
continued. And I don't have to tell you 
that there has been no lessening of the 
boycott or discriminations. What a joke 
this makes of the expressed will of Con-_ 
gress-the representatives of the American 
people. -

President Kennedy as a candidate on 
August 25, 1960, declared that "the influence 
of this Nation and other maritime powers 
must be brought to bear on a just solution 
that moves all discrimination from the Sue~ 
Canal." He promised to implement the 
amendments to the Mutual Security Act in
tended to deny American aid to nations 
which discriminate through boycott and 
blockade tactics and which bar Americans 
because of race or religion. 

The political platforms of both parties in 
1960 pledged action against the flagrant 
Arab boycott, blockade, and discriminatory 
tactics. 

It was hoped that the New Frontier would 
act quickly and constructively in the Near 
East. But, its spokesmen maintain, there 
was crisis after crisis elsewhere: Laos, Cuba, 
the space race, Alabama, etc. 

Recently Senator KEATING and I inquired 
of the State Department about steps taken, 
if any, to implement the will of Congress 
regarding these qualifications to the foreign 
aid bills. The reply was disappointing. 
The Department contended that it would 
play into the Communists' hands to annoy 
the Arabs on this issue. Imagine that. 
The Department went further and said it 
feels "that avoidance of coercive tactics in 
such area disputes is more likely to produce 
an atmosphere conducive to the settlement 
of the basic problem." 

Are we to conclude from this that we 
should avoid adherence to decency, morality 

and justice because it is a "coercive tactic"? 
Are we to assume that the will of Congress
the representatives of the American people
is "coercive" because they ask that those 
who receive our direct aid qualify for it by 
adhering to international law and decency. 
Since when should such moral standards be 
avoided? 

When the State of New York, through a 
resolution adopted by the legislature in 
March of this year, deplored the affect of the 
Arab bias on American citizens and on 
commerce, Senator KEATING and I forwarded 
it to the State Department. In its response 
the Department sought to debunk the reso
lution. It-the Department-actually con
tended that Israel was discriminating against 
ships that called at Arab ports. It omitted 
the fact that the Arabs seize Israel-bound 
cargo that touches an Arab port. So, it was 
the victim who was blamed. 

The Department meanwhile claimed that 
the New York State Legislature "portrayed 
the boycott as more discriminatory than it 
actually is." The spokesman for the State 
Department contended that only 25 Ameri
can ships were blacklisted for trading with 
Israel. Should we say "dy-a-nu"? 

Even if it were only one ship, it cannot be 
justified or condoned. But the truth of the 
matter is that several hundred ships flying 
the flags of all countries have been black
listed by the Arab League. Some of these 
ships are American even though they may 
not be flying the American flag. And who 
knows how many ships have avoided trade 
with Israel in order to escape being black
listed? 

The Department failed to note that Ameri
cans of Jewish faith are barred, because of 
their religion, from Arab nations. Nor did 
it report how distinguished American scien
tists of Christian faiths were blacklisted by 
Cairo because they dared attend a scientific 
meeting in Israel. 

~ How much further is this compromise with 
principle to go? This acquiescense? A huge· 
new administration foreign aid request for 
almost $5 billion has just been placed before 
Congress. The executive department asks 
Congress, in the preamble of the new bill, to 
support "freedom of navigation in interna
tional waterways and recognition of the 
right of all private persons to travel and pur
sue their lawful activities without discrimi
nation as to race or religion." 

I need not tell you the State Department 
and the White House already have such au
thority. It is heartening to see that the ad
ministration is openly recognizing these 
antidiscrimination principles and that they 
have written .them into the act. However, 
this year the language is watered down and 
is not nearly as precise and sweeping as the 
1959 and 1960 amendments. This is regret
able and I, for one, expect to do every
thing I can to strengthen the language. But 
the important thing is not merely the words, 
but the action. Let us hope, now, that 
deeds not mere words will prevail. We 
must-and I cannot urge enough-press for 
unqualified, unequivocal language in the bill 
and the fullest implementation of it. To do 
otherwise would be interpreted as a weaken
ing of the U.S. position-a retreat from what 
Congress has quite clearly stated previously. 

Thus far the picturE! in the State Depart
ment isn't encouraging. I hope I am wrong 
but I can only go by recent developments as 
expressed by the State Department in the 
replies to inquiries I mentioned earlier. The 
Department's policy is inconsistent, to say 
the least, with the high principles set forth 
by the President regarding our foregoing aid 
program. 

On one hand there has been an enunci
ation of a so-called new concept of foreign 
aid, liking it to social justice and responsible 
behavior on the part of the recipients. On 
the other hand, the State Department belit-
tles New York State. · 

Are we to assume then that this "social 
justice" is apparently not meant to apply 
to Arab discrimination against American 
Jews, nor boycotts and blockades affecting 
American ships and others carrying cargo 
to Israel? 

A new agency, to be called the Agency for 
International Development, is announced. 
This sounds good; and is desirable for some 
purposes. But I regret to report that the 
only policy change I see in the Near East is 
a likely increase of allocations to the Arab 
States. I understand that grandiose new 
aid projects for Nasser are envisaged, com
pletely without regard to all the talk about 
linking aid with democratic traditions and 
ideals. 

The United States, of course, should seek 
friendship of all governments and encourage 
them to resolve conflicts. But we cannot be 
neutral between these who are for aggres
sion and those attempting to peacefully 
survive. 

America is untrue to its ideals, and 
destroys the image we seek to project, when 
it subsidizes regimes that behave like the 
United Arab Republic. By so doing it taxes 
our people to support a government that 
works against our survival as a free people. 

When the new aid bill is examined in 
Congress, I, for one-and Pm certain many 
other members-intend to fight for the ideas 
I have ~xpressed to you. Also, Pm sure you 
agree that handouts to Nasser and other 
Arab States embolden them to further ex
cesses-if we do not insist on adherence to 
international law and moralty. We need 
this clarification of our newly espoused for
eign aid goals. 

Between July 1, 1945, and the end of 1960, 
the United States provided foreign aid 
grants and loans totaling about $87 billion. 
This would have paid for ~ rocket to the 
moon-that is, if we could get there before 
the Arabs and Soviet bloc establish boycott 
and blockade restrictions on the moon. 

The United Arab Republic has just con
ceived a plan for a so-called United African 
Military Force to battle the West, and sup
port Communists like the late and un
lamented Lumumba of the Congo. Is this 
what we are to support? 

We have given Arab Jordan $230 million 
through 1960, including radio broadcasting 
facilities. This American-financed station 
broadcast that "the history of the Jews had 
been a history of crime." This, too, I imag
ine, is viewed by the State Department as 
"free speech" in consonance with American 
ideals. After all, the State Department an
nounced that our diplomats in Arab states 
unanimously agreed last March to avoid link
ing American assistance to compliance with 
the antidiscrimination clause of the Mutual 
Security Act. They felt this would be "uni
lateral economic pressure by the United 
States." 

An opportunity exists to bring all these 
matters out before Congress votes on the 
newly requested appropriations. I also feel 
that the President and the executive de
partment, in the national interest, accom
plish nothing by severing diplomatic rela
tions with Cuba while supporting financially 
Mr. Nasser, the Castro of the Nile. Nasser's 
radio so.unds just like the Havana radio. In
stead of "gringos" as we are called by Castro, 
Nasser broadcasts to Black Africa that Amer
icans are "white dogs." 

If Havana is a springboard for Communist 
penetration of Latin America, Cairo cer
tainly serves a similar function in Africa. 
Cairo is a funnel for Communist weapons 
and propaganda, a springboard from which 
over 40 Red Chinese missions have jumped 
into various areas of turbulent Africa. 

Meanwhile, Israel is building democracy 
in Africa and Asia. It is extending techni
cal assistance to many underdeveloped na
tions. 
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On its 13th anniversary, Israel finds itself 

firmly based on two pillars. One is com
prised of the ·message of our prophets, our 
messianic concept of brotherhood peace, jus
tice, liberty. The other pillar supporting 
Israel rests upon the discoveries in science 
and technology, which Israel is using to 
build itself into a proud and increasingly 
viable nation. 

There is a great hope for a brilliant future. 
Israel grows stronger, not only militarily, 
but in the hearts of decent men. The saga 
of "Exodus" and the Eichmann trial proved 
that free world opinion is developing a deep 
affection and fascination toward Israel. 
Israel is working, producing, growing, e:K
panding. It is dynamic. You have taken 
a vital role in its success. 

Let us not be so upset by problems that 
you don't take justifiable pride in your own 
activities involving America's best friend in 
the Near East. 

The housing shortage in Israel will be 
eliminated within the next year. Food, 
once scarce, is now so plentiful many items 
are being exported. Industry had made re
markable strides. Total Israeli production 
increased from about $400 million to $1 bil
lion annually in the last 10 years. Agri
cultural production is up by 300 percent. 
Exports have increased from $70 million to 
$350 million a year. 

New mineral resources are exploited. Un
employment is at the lowest point in Israel's 
history. There is a working force of some 
750,000 in a population of 2,100,000. A 
shortage actually exists in some types of 
skilled labor. 

You cannot imagine my pride as a Jew 
when I visited Israel last year with my wife. 
From the ghettos and death camps, a new 
nation has emerged bringing a sense of jus
tice to history and vindicating the indomi
table will of a people who refuse to perish. 

Israel wm outlive the Eichmanns of the 
ages. The day may also come when, in some 
profound way, the new Jewish nation wm 
help our own country, America, which has 
done much to support Israel. Differences 
emerge and are resolved when there is a 
basic bond of mutual adherence to freedom 
and the brotherhood of man un(ler the 
fatherhood of God. Such a link ties 
America and Israel. 

I wish to compliment you on your work, 
on this meeting, and urge you to strive on. 
For we recall the words of Isaiah: "I, the 
Lord have called thee in righteousness and 
will hold thine hand, and wlll keep thee, 
and give thee for a covenant of the people, 
for a light of the nations." 

Mr. Speaker, in connection with this 
regional conference which I was privi
leged to address, I would be remiss if I 
did not comment on the occasion and the 
fine folks who participated in it. I 
couldn't have been more impressed than 
by the spirit of dedication and enthusi
asm that prevailed. 

One could feel the intense patriotism 
of the many folks who gathered from 
all parts of what is known as "Up-State 
New York" for an annual conclave to 
review, discuss, and deliberate matters 
of concern to their great cause-a cause 
that reftects the great American ideals 
of human understanding, freedom, and 
the dignity of the individual. 

Much praise should go to the presi
dent of the region, who was renamed for 
another term, Samuel J. Wineburgh, of 
Niagara Falls for his unstinted dedica
tion and unselfish work for the organi
zation. I know, in these words, I echo 
the feeling of high regard, esteem, re
spect, and affection of the entire mem
bership of the New York State region. I 

feel certain, too, that I reflect the ad
miration of the group in extending com
pliments to Irving Fraser, the able, 
genial, and tireless executive director, 
for his outstanding efforts, far beyond 
the call of duty. 

Likewise, commendations are due 
Rabbi Samuel I. Porrath who presided 
over the ninth annual session, and to 
Rabbi Seymour Schorr, the secretary of 
the region, for their significant roles, 
not only at the convention but at all 
times as leaders in the Jewish com
munity-and as outstanding Americans. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, my heartiest ad
miration goes to these fine folks and to 
all those leaders and members who com
prise the sections of the region and who 
have contributed so much to their faith 
and to the great ideals of our Nation. 

Economic Aspects of Continuing Feed 
Grains Adjustment Programs 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. W. R. POAGE 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, as Chair
man of the Subcommittee on Feed 
Grains and Livestock of the Committee 
on Agriculture, I receive many inquiries 
regarding the 1961 feed grains adjust
ment program. These inquiries indicate 
widespread misconceptions regarding the 
economic effects of the continuation of 
this program. 

In view of these inquiries, I asked Dr. 
Walter Wilcox, of the Legislative Refer
ence Service, to make an analysis of the 
more important economic aspects of feed 
grains adjustment programs. 

If feed grains adjustment programs 
are continued, his analysis indicates: 

Government costs would be reduced as 
compared with continuing the 1959-60 
program for feed grains. 

Feed grains and livestock prices would 
be maintained at higher levels. 

Cash receipts from sales of all live
stock and livestock products would be 
increased. 

Excess Government stocks of feed 
grains would be reduced. 

The value of hay and pasturage, as 
well as feed grains, would be increased. 

Prices of feeder cattle, lambs, and pigs 
would be higher than otherwise. 

Feed costs to the livestock feeder who 
purchases feeds would be increased more 
on a percentage basis in the feed-sur
plus than in the feed-deficit areas. · 

Over a period of several seasons, live
stock f~eders and large-scale egg and 
broiler producers who buy all their feed 
would neither benefit nor be adversely 
affected by feed grains adjustment pro
grams which stabilized feed grains sup
plies and prices. 

Dr. Wilcox's analysis follows: 
ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF CONTINUING FEED 

GRAINS ADJUSTMENT PROGRAMS · 

The high signup for the 1961 feed grains 
program indicates that acreage reductions in 
corn and grain sorghums on cooperating 

far~s will equal 25 percent of the total 
acreage of corn and grain sorgh urns grown 
ib 1959-60. On the basis of the July crop 
report, corn production will be reduced about 
20 percent. Although payments iil kind to 
cooperating producers may total about 700 
million bushels of grain, the long-run sav
ings to the Government are expected to be 
substantial. 

Had the 1959-60 feed grains price support 
program been continued, it is estimated that 
net additions to Government stocks would 
have totaled 300 mlllion bushels of corn, 
after sale of out-of-condition grains and 
supplying special export programs. Since 
feed grain stocks have increased each year 
since 1952, and we now have 10-year-old 
corn in storage, net additions to Commodity 
Credit Corporation stocks at this time would 
be stored indefinitely. Each 100 million 
bushels of corn added to CCC stocks in x·e
cent years, if kept in storage 7 years would 
cost the Government about $210 million in 
acquisition plus storage costs; if kept in 
storage 10 years the cost would be about $255 
million. 

Because of the savings in future storage 
costs by avoiding further additions to stocks, 
even though no actual reduction in stocks 
is achieved, the 1961 feed grains program w111 
result in a reduction in long-run Govern
ment costs, as compared with continuing the 
1959-60 program. If the 1961 program re
sults in a net stock reduction of several 
hundred million bushels, as now seems prob
able, long-run savings to the Government 
will be in the neighborhood of half a bil
lion dollars. 

In addition to savings to the Government, 
it appears that feed grain prices will be main
tained at levels at least 10 percent higher 
than would have prevailed under the 1959-
60 price-support program. If a program o! 
this type is continued, it appears that feed 
grain and livestock prices can be maintained 
at levels about 10 percent higher than if 
the 1959-60 program were continued, and 
30 to 35 percent higher than if feed grain 
production were unrestrained with price 
supports at or below market levels. 

Brandow and Hathaway, using a carefully 
formulated demand model for the entire 
agricultural economy, estimate that with 
feed-grain production held to 140 to 150 
million tons a year, the goal of the 1961 
program, cash receipts from all major cate
gories of livestock products would be higher 
in 1965 than if feed grain production were 
unrestrained with price supports at or below 
market levels.1 

ALL LIVESTOCK RECEIPTS HIGHER WITH 145 
MILLION TONS FEED GRAINS 

Cash receipts from livestock and livestock. 
products in 1959-60 and estimated cash re
ceipts in 1965 under different situations are 
as follows: 

[In millions of dollars] 

In 1965, In 1965, 
feed grain feed pro-

1959-60 I production duction 
unre- held to 

strained 2 145,000,000 
tons 2 

Cattle and calves ___ 7,636 6, 944 7,584 
Hogs_-------------- 2,890 2,400 3,068 

~~£i~k~n~~~~~= = '336 263 296 
1, 088 1, 061 1,229 

Turkeys ____ ___ ___ __ 343 308 364 
Eggs ___ ---- - ----- -- 1, 569 1,357 1, 766 
Dairy products ____ _ 4, 676 4, 778 5,523 

TotaL _____ __ 18,538 17, 111 19,830 

t From USDA farm income report. 
2 Joint Economic Committee. Op. cit., tables 16 and 

18. 

t86th Cong., 2d sess., Joint Economic Com
mittee. "Economic Policies for Agriculture 
in the 1960's." Washington, 1960. _ (Joint 
committee print.) · 



-12434 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 12 
u .feed. gain proc:luc\loa :were unr-eStrained 

wltll price .apports at or belDw market lev· 
els, hog and. <beet cattt. jH'Oduoars would .ex· 
~lence tbe ....... <ClecUDM l~ caah za. 
celpta t110m. l9a9-BO levelll. ~ Pl'04ucer.a .. 
however~ would. experleDce a decllae of !1.~ 
percent in cuh receip~ .aecond. only in per· 
centage to the decline of 17 peroent esti-
mate<! for hog prociucer..s. . 

If feed. production were held. to 1f5 million 
tons a 7ear in contrast to permitting unre
strained productio~ .BrandGW and .Hathaway 
estimate tucreuea in caah .receipts for the 
various ~ of llves.tock &I1d livestock 
products on a percentage baaia as follows: 
Increase in cash receipts in 1965 urith feed 

grain -production restriceiJ to !45 milli<>n 
tons "'Versus -unrestrieteiJ p.rodu:etion -aniJ 
-price supports -at or below market :ze·vels 

Percent 
Cattle and calves---~------------------ "9 
llog&---------------------------------- 28 
Sheep and~bs---------------------- 13 
All cbickens__________________________ 16 
~Jteys------------------------------- 18 Eggs__________________________________ so 
Dairy produc~-------------~--_:______ 16 
All livestock an..d products_____________ 16 

lW!:A'l' SUPPLIES 'TO IN:CREASJ: "EVEN THOUGH TEED 
~S~nEU~MNG 

llatbaway reports that with '"feed grains 
stab1llzed at 140 to 150 ~HUon tons, the 
goal of the voluntary 1961 -program, with 
normal feeding rates ·output ·or meat ani
mals woU:ld increa-se sufficiently to result in 
a 10 to 13 percent increase in red meat per 
capita by 1965 as -crunpared to 1959. Even 
thougb feed grain product1on is restricted 
to this extent, per capita red meat supplies 
would be. eX}>ected. to ·set new records, ex
ceeding tbe previous record established in 
1956.2 In · the .absence of production re
strictions or continued additions to Govern
ment stocks. livestock· production would ex
ceed all past records '8Ven furtber and prices 
WGuld -ran to extremely low levels. 

Prices for Uvestoelt and livestock products 
at_ the farm would not be expected to average 
higher in 1985 than in 1959 if feed grain 
adjustments were continued as in 1961 and 
feed graln supplies were stabUized at about 
145 mfilion tons a year: If marketing costs 
do not rise, consumer prices for food would 
be .expected to average about the same as 
1n 1959. 

Actually, a continuation nf some program 
similar to the voluntary 1961 feed -grain ad
justment program is needed to·stabllize farm 
prices of Uvestoclt and livestock products at 
recent lesrels and permit moderate increases 
in per capita food supplies without further 
stock accumulations by the Government. 

J'EED .GRAIN" STOCKS .ALMOST THREE TIMES 
DESIRABLE LEVELS 

The carryover at the end of this crop year 
will approximate 2 billion bushels of corn 
and the equivalent of another billion bushels 
of corn in other feed grains. There is sub
stantial agreement that a carryover of a bil
lion bushels of 'COrn is sufficient when wheat 
is in ample supply. 

Even though the 1961 program is success
ful in reducing st.ocks by several hundred 
million bushels, such a -program would have 
to operate over a period 'Of several years 
before stocks were reduced to desirable levels. 
EFFECTS OF RESTRICTIONS OUTSIDE .FEED . GRAIN 

PRODUCING AREAS 
It is generally agreed that the major bene. 

fits of feed gra_ins adjustment progr.ams flow 
to the pr.oducers of feed grains .and the own
ers of the feed grain producing land. Con
trary to popular ()pinion, however, producers 
of hay 11.nd pasture . and producers of feede_r 

anlma"la grown on bay and pasture also 
benefit substantially. 

Peed grains contribute only <&bout one
third of all feeds utiUzed In 11\'estock pro
cluctton. .Bay :and pastur.e account tor more 
than 50 percent of the total. Commercial 
byproduct.s account for about 10 percent of 
all .feeds consumed, with miscellaneous feeds 
accounting for the remainder~ 

Since all feeds to a Umlted extent, are sub
stitutes for eacb other. feed grains producers, 
as a result of .competlttve t.orces, cannot 
avoid. .sharing their gains wlth the producers 
of .forage crops .and :o1lseeds. Feed grain 
adjustment prog:rams, by holding the supply 
o! feed 'grains ln check, increase the value 
of au other feed .supplies. 

U .has :already been noted that casb re- . 
celpts for all classes of livestock and live-. 
stock products would be higher ·in 1965 if 
feed grain supplies are restricted moder~tely. 
The .smaller supply of .!eed grains and of 
total feeds under a moderate restriction pro
gram has a higher value because of the 
higher value of the smaller supply of live
stock and products. 

Livestock producers (such as commercial 
cattle feeders and large-scale producers of 
eggs and broilers) w.ho buy all their animals 
and au their feed would be adversely a1fected 
in the short run if their feed costs increased 

· in !!,dvance of an increase in the price of their~ 
finished animals and livestock products. 
Over a period of severa} ~eeding seasons, . 
however, smaller total supplies of livestock 
products would result in higher prices for 
grain-fattened 1::attle, eggs, and broilers, fully 
offsetting the increase in feed pz:lces. Since 
the oP.ly major outlet for feed grains, for
ages and byproduct feeds is the feedi~ of 
livestock, e-xcept during a bri-ef adjustment 
perlod, prices of feedstuffs must .adjust to 
levels which permit profitable Uvestoek feed-
ing. . · 

The longrun economic adjustment on the 
part of various livestock producers to feed 
grain adJustment programs w.hlch wou,ld sta
bilize feed grain prices about 10 percent 
above recent levels, rather than allowing 
unrestrained production and a 25-perceni 
decline in prices, would be: 

Livestock producers who produced all their 
own reed would produce less feed and less 
livestock products, receivin-g higher prices 
and "higher incomes than .oth-erwise. 

Dairymen who produce tbeir own roughage 
but buy their grain would receive higher 
prices and more income from milk than 
otherwise and would use a part---..:but on1y 
a part-of . the increased income to cover in
creased feed grain costs. A .part of the in
creased income from milk would be avall-
1ltble as .an increased return for the home
produced forages. 

Beef cattle and sheep raisers who produce 
feeder ~nimals would find the value or their 
hay and pasture increased as a result of the 
.higher prices for their animals. A part of 
the increase in the market value of the 
-slaughter animals sold out of feed lots--but 
-only a part--would be required to cover in-
creased feed grain costs and tbe remainder, 
-as a result of competitive market torces 
would go to the producers of feeder animals. 
. Cattle feeders who buy and fatten cattle 
entirely on purchased feeds and commercial 
egg and broiler producers who buy their 
.!eed, would find that over a periOd of several 
seasons competitive forces resulted in usual 
feeding and profit ratios for them. They 
would neither benefit nor be adversely af
fected by the restricted supply and higher 
prices of both feeds and livestock products. 
GREATEST PERCEN:TAGE CHANGES -~ FEED GRAIN 

PRICES OCCUR IN SURPLUS AREAS 

.One other economic infiuence is worthy o! 
note. In the absence of feed grains adjust
.ment programs. prices ln the surplus areas 
·would fall more proportionately than in the 

ll "Joint Economic .Committee . Report." . deficit areas. For example, when corn is 
Op. cit., p. 47. """$0.90 in the surplus areas and $1.20 a bushel 

in the feed deficlt Sl"eas because of transpor
tation and .handling charges .J.n moving grain •. 
a drop of 2.5 cents a bus"hells a drop o! 2'7.8 
percent in tbe ·surplus a-rea, but only 20.8 
percent "in the deficit areas. Feed costs .for 
hog producers, cattle f.eeders. d-al.rymen, and 
poultrymen would be lowered in all -Sl",eas by 
increased supplies, but -the decline In feed 
costs would be about one-third greater in 
tbe surplus than in the feed deficit .areas. 

Conversely. a national -average lncrease ln 
feed ,grain prices o!, say, 10 percent -resulting 
from a feed grain adjustment program -would 
increase feed costs about 30 percent more 1n 
tbe feed surplus than .ln the feed deficit 
areas. 'Thus a change in the national ·level 
of feed grain prices changes the competitive 
position of livestock pro~ucers in the !eed 
surplus versus the f.eed deficit a-reas. 

WALTER W. W.n.-cox, 
Senior Specialist in Agriculture; 

StatemeJlt Gf the Honorable Ahralwn J. 
Multer, Democrat, of New York, in Sup-
port of H.it 5487 -

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULT,ER 
OF NEW YOKI:t 

IN THE HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesda.Y. July 12,1961 
Mr. MULTER. .Mr, Speaker,. I was 

privileged today to testify befor-e House 
Judiciary Subcommittee No. 3 on behalf 
of H.R. 5487, which amends section 1~98 
of title '28, United States Code,. so as to 
permit patent holders to br.in.g civil ac
tions against Government -contractors 
who .infringe their _patents while carry
ing out Government contracts. 

I commend to. the attention -of our col
leagues my remarks before the subcom
mittee: 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSKAJf ABB.AHA.lll J. 

iMULTER, · OF NEW YORK, WITH REI'EaENCE 
TO H.R. 5487, TO SUBCOJIIMlTN:J!: No. 3 O~"THE 
COMMITTEE ON ·THE .JUDICIAKT, HOUSE OJ' 
REPRESENTATIVES, JULY 12, 1961 
I appreciate this opportunity to discuss 

li.R. '5487 with this subcommitt.ee of the 
Committee on the Judiciary~ 

li.R. 5487 amends section 1498 o! title 28, 
United States Code. to permit patent holders 
to bring civ11 action against Government 
-contractors who infringe their patents while 
carrying out Government· cont-racts. The 
provisions of .sectio:n 1498 now provide that 
the aggrieved patent .holder has no l'ecourse 
against such infringement except to enter 
suit against the United States in the Court 
of Claims. Such remedy has been held to be 
excluslve and comprehensive in character. 

In effect, the Unlted States 1s placed be
tween the infringing contractor and the 
patent holder and the contractor is relieved 
of the consequences <>! his infringement. 
li.R. 5{87 restores to the patent bolder the 
.right to sue the infringing contractor under 
section 1338, title 28 and cha_pter 29, title 
35, United Sta-tes Code, for the .recovery of 
his reasonable compensation for the use and 
manufacture of his "invention. 

It should be noted, however. that this 
bill denies injunctive relief to the patent
holder against the use or manufacture of his 
invention .!or the United States "in time of 
war or national emergency hereafter de
clared," or "if the Secretary of Defense cer
tifies to the court that such use or manu
facture 1s necessary in the .interest of the 
national security ... • The restrlctlon on In-
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junctive relief makes it possible for the GoV
ernment to proceed with its procurement 
without fear of restriction or delay caused 
by patent infringement claims or· contro-
versies. · 

This removes the objection that the bill 
might deprive the Government of the use 
of the invention at a time of national emer
gency. At all other times, ·it is only fair 
that the patentholder should have the 
right to enjoin the infringement of his 
patent. 

This bill now makes available to a patent
holder, whose invention has been infringed 
by a Government contractor, the same rem
edies that are available to all patentholders 
for patent infringement .. subject to the re
striction in injunctive relief in time of war, 
national emergency, or in the interest of 
national security. By .bringing the remedies 
available to such patentholder in line with 
the remedies available to all patentholders, 
we reaffirm the sanctity of patents and re
move confusion and doubt from an area 
which is in need of clarification. 

The need for H.R. 5487 became apparent 
as a result of hearings on proprietary rights 
and data, which were held before Subcom
mittee No. 2, of which I am chairman, of 
the House Select Committee on Small Busi
ness, on March 29, 30, and 31, 1960. As 
these hearings progressed we found our
selves in a wondrous never-never land in 
which the only certainty was uncertainty. 
We were confounded with claims, counter
claims, conflicts, and confusion. We were 
not even sure· where proprietary rights be
gan or ended. 

In this state of confusion we discovered, 
however, one proprietary or property right 
which was easily ascertainable and well de
fined. The owner of a patent had a firm, 
well documented property right in his in
vention. It seemed desirable to rescue this 
property right from the general confusion 
and uncertainty in which proprietary rights 
were enmeshed. This could serve as a start 
in bringing order out of chaos. 

In the course of our hearings the spot
light of enlightenment was cast upon the 
dismal scene of Government procurement 
practices in relation to patent rights. In 
response to a question to Mr. G. C. Banner
man, Director for Proeurement Policy, ·office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Supply 
and Logistics) on whether the law which 
permits an unlicensed person to supply a 
patented item to the Government and re
stricts the aggrieved patentholder to a suit 
against the Government in the Court of 
Claims for such infringement is fair and 
equitable, and whether such law sho111d be 
changed, Mr. Bannerman candidly testified: 

"I would be glad to express a personal 
opinion on that. I think that that particu
lar conclusion which has the effect of law at 
the present time is not fair. It was our 
practice over quite a number of years, when 
faced with the situation where it was neces
·sary for us to buy an item which was pat
ented, and where we had determined, first 
that the patent was valid and, second, that 
our requirement necessitated an infringe
ment, it was our practice, as I say, to buy 
either from the patent holder or one of his 
licensees. 

"There was a decision of the General Ac
. counting Office as of last summer, with 
which I am sure you are familiar, which 
upset the practice, and made it necessary in 
an advertised situation for us to award to 
the low bidder, so long as this low bidder 
would protect the Government against suits, 
even though we knew that we were thereby 
causing an infringement of a valid patent. 
This has the effect of law, so far as we are 
concerned. 

"We have accommodated this decision to 
our regulation. It is currently in there. I, 
for one, would be happy to see it out. But 
I do not think I have that power or author-

ity, and I do not think anyone else in the 
Department of Defense has that power." 

We examined the decision (B-136916 Aug. 
25, 1958)' to which Mr. Bannerman made 
reference in his testimony, which considered 
whether an award may be properly made to 
a low bidder even though such ·bidder is· not 
a licensee of the owner of the patent cover
ing the article to be procured by the Gov
ernment. The decision stated: 

"In our opinion, to reject the low bid and 
make an award to one of the licensees for 
the purpose of enforcing and protecting the 
rights of the patent owners and their licen
sees, would constitute an improper restric
tion of competition under the circumstances, 
and would not serve the interest of the 
United States which 28 United States Code 
1498 was intended to secure, but would limit 
tlie application of the provision of that stat
ute. Under the provisions of the invitation, 
the United States receives the benefit of the 
low price offered, and is held harmless by 
the patent indemnity clause in the event of 
suit by the patent owners in the Court of 
Claims." · 

With this decision we had now traveled 
the complete dismal circle in our procure
ment practices. It was no longer optional 
with the procurement· agency whether to 
infringe the patent; it was now mandatory. 
To purchase from the patent holder or his 
licensee was now in violation of law: 

This is a strange reversal of accepted 
American values. The patent infringer is 
rewarded for his infringement with a Gov
-ernment contract; he is given immunity 
from suit ·for damages,· and cannot · be re
~trained by injunction by the patent 
holder; all this with the ·sanction of law. 

The aggrieved patent holder on the other 
hand, is left only with a suit against the 
Government. Alice, in her travels through 
Wonderland, never encountered a more 
topsy-turvy world. 

Upon close scrutiny of patent rights in 
relation to Government procurement, we 
found that what started out to be a patent 
turned out to be a claim against the United 
States, · enforcible in the Court of Claims. 
The patent holder became a claimholder. 
It mattered not that his patent was in
fringed under unwarranted circumstances; 
if the infringement occurred in connection 
with Government procurement, his one rem
edy was by suit against the Government in 
the Court of Claims. 

Needless to say, this was the one position 
in which the small business patent holder 
did not· wish to find himself. He had de
veloped his invention at his own expense 
and at great effort to further his business 
activity, and to enhance his competitive po
sition. Instead, he now found himself cast 
in the role of litigant. He neither desired, 
nor in many instances possessed, the time 
or funds to pursue the Government through 
the Court of Claims. 

As we viewed it, the situation was un
tenable, and called for remedial legislation. 
In the report of these hearings, our com
mittee recommended that the appropriate 
legislative committee consider legislation 
amending section 1498, title 28, United 
States Code, to read as set forth in H.R. 
5487. 

At this point, we ought to spend a moment 
to consider the nature and history of pat
ents. Perhaps, if we view the problem 
through the eyes of history, we may be 
aided in reaching a proper decision. Patents 
have been with us a long time. Before the 
Constitution was adopted, many of the 
American Colonies and States granted pat
ents. 

The colonial and State patents, unlike 
modern patents, were issued only py special 

· acts of legislation. There were no general 
laws providing for patentS; it was necessary 
for an .inv¢ntor to make a special appeal to 
the govern1~g l:>ody. The first patent on 
this contin~nt was granted by the Massa-

chusetts General Court to Samuel . Wip.slow 
in 1641 for· a novel method of making salt. 

When the delegates from the various 
States met in Philadelphia in 1787 to frame 
the Constitution, they considered the prob
lem of giving protection to inventors. From 
their deliberations came article I, section 8·, 
which contained the following provision: 

"Congress shall have the Power • • • To 
promote the Progress of Science and useful 
Arts by securing for limited Times to Authors 
and Inventors the exclusive Right to their 
respective Writings and Discoveries." 
· On March 4, 1789, Government under the 
new Constitution began operation, and on 
January 8, 1790, President Washington, ad
dressing the 2d session of the 1st Congress, 
meeting in New York City, urged the repre
sentatives to give "effective encouragement 
to the exertion of skill and genius at home." 
A week later, a committee was instructed to 
bring in separate bills on patents and copy
rights, and on February 16, 1790, this com~ 
mittee presented the patent bill, which was 
passed after debate in the House and in the 
Senate. 

On April 10, 1790, President Washington 
signed the bill, which laid the foundations of 
the American patent system. For the first 
time in history, the intrinsic right of an in
ventor to profit from his invention was rec
ognized by law; Previously, such right was 
dependent upon the prerogative of a mon
arch, or upon special acts of legislation. 
Now the inventor's right to certain privileges 
is established in law. 

In 1790, three patents were granted; in 
1960, 50,322 patents were granted. Up to 
July 4, 1961, the Patent Office has granted 
a total of 2,991,474 patents since is incep
tion. · 

The patent system is one of the strongest 
bulwarks of democratic government today. 
It offers the same protection, the same op
portunity, the same hope of reward, to every 
individual. The American patent system 
plays no favorites. Under the patent sys
tem, American industry has flourished. 
New products have been invented, new uses 

·for old ones discovered, and employment 
given to millions. Under the patent system, 
a small, struggling nation has grown into 
the greatest industrial power on earth. ' 

This historical view of our patent system 
suggests its own answer. We ought to re
gard with great skepticism legislation which 
diminishes or impairs the inventor's pro
tection. 

The problem we are considering has 
ethical and moral implications. If our Gov
ernment is to endure, it must deal fairly and 
justly with its citizens. 

It is immoral · for the stronger to take 
from the weaker. 

It is unethical to give less in exchange 
than what is taken. 

Some argue that the patentholder is 
compensated for the infringement; there
fore, the amenities are observed, and no 
wrong is committed. Closer scrutiny proves 
this untrue. 

I ought not to be compelled to relinquish 
that which is mine, except that I consent 
thereto. You may offer me $1 million for 
this pin, but, as it is mine, I may refuse to 

. relinquish it, and if I do refuse, that ought 
to end the matter. To take this pin from 
me, because you are stronger, is immoral. If 
the pin is essential to your life, health, or 
safety, then it is immoral for me to refuse 
to relinquish it; you ought to have it. I 
ought to be made to relinquish it. This, 
then, should be the position of the Govern
ment in relation to patent rights. It ought 
to respect the rights of the patentholder, 
and take its proper place in line. There is no 
valid reason why the Government, in the 
absence of a national emergency, should 
infringe a patent with impunity, throw a 
protective cloak over the infringing con
tractor, and consign the patentholder to 
a suit in the Court of Claims. 
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It must be remembered that we speak 

here of a privately developed patent, to 
which the Government contributed nothing. 
Such patent is as much private property as 
is your hat or home, and ought not to be 
invaded without consent. 

On the other hand, in time or war, na
tional emergency, or in the interest of na
tional security, the invention ought to be 
available to the Government. The blll pro
vides 'for just that. ~nder .such cll·cum
stances, the Government may infringe the 
patent for its own use, and the patent hold
er is denied InJunctive relief to stay such 
continued infringement, bu.t may receive 
compensation fot· its use in the Court of 
Claims. 

Some argue that the patent holder re
ceives his quid pro quo for the infringement. 
and ought not to complain. "Unfortunately, 
the quid and the quo are not 'equal. What 
is taken is a valuable property right, with 
which the small business patent holder 
hoped to further his business activity and 
enhance his competitive position. What he 
gets in return is a lawsuit, wllich neither 
furthers his business nor enhances his com
petitive position. 

The exchange is simply not equal, and 
is therefore, unethical. The invention is 
not integral to the patent holder's business 
and central to lts development; the lawsuit 
is neither. 

Resort to the Court of Claims. with its 
interminable delays, is tantamount to a 
denial of .relief. At present, it takes an av
erage nf about 4 to 5 years to prosecute a 
case to a conclusion in this court. Fre
quently the small business patent holder has 
long since departed the scene, and gone on 
to greener pastures by the time the ,suit is 
determined. 

In conclusion, it seems a matter of simple 
justice and decency to give the same dignity 
to the patent property right which is -ac
corded other property rights. It ought not 
to be invaded, impaired, or destroyed, -ex
cept in a time of war. national emergency, 
or in the interest of national .security, ,and 
even then, upon proper payment. J:, there
tore, ask this committeee to report out H.R. 
5487. 

J: want to thank this committee for the 
opportunity to make this statement and for 
its kind attention to my Temarks. 

What Can You Do for America? 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. WALTER H. JUDD 
OJl' MINNESOTA 

IN THE 1IOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, July 12, 1961. 
Mr. JUDD. Mr. Speaker, under leave 

to extend my remarks I include an 
address given by me on May 1, 1961, 
before the U.S. Chamber of Commerce 
during its annual meeting in Washing
ton, D.C. 

WHAT CAN You Do FOR AMERICA? 
(Address by Hon. WALTER H. JUDD, of 

Minnesota) 
President 'Motley, members of the U.S. 

Chamber of Commerce, ladies and gentle
men, your meeting comes this year at a time 
that is charaeterized by perhaps as great 
a mixture of moods and emotions as in any 
period in ou!' history. On one hand, we have 
the deP-pest gratitude for the goodness of 
living that is possible for us in this beauti
ful and blessed land; on the other hand, 
there is great uneasiness, uncertainty, per
plexity, dismay, even anxiety and despair. 

Less than 16 years ago we won total vic
tory 1n World War IL We had every ad
'Vantage, every superiority. Yet today we 
are soberly asking. What can we do to sur
vive? 

How could so much be lost in so short a 
.time~? What went wrong? Not who was to 
blame, but how and why did we so mis
calculate? What were the mistakes that 
caused us to allow so great a victory, pur
chased at so great a price, to slip through 
our fingers? 

We are profoundly grateful that no such 
thing has happened in our country as we 
saw happening in Hungary 4 years ago, and 
in Tibet just 2 years ago, and in Cuba in the 
last few weeks. But no person in America 
can feel at ease that such things can be hap
pening to anybody anywhere right in the 
middle of this supposedly enlightened 20th 
century. 

Can Korea go on Indefinitely half slave, 
half free? Or Asia, the next country on the 
verge there today being Laos? Or Germany, 
divided arbitrarily with the naive idea such 
a division would satisfy Communist am
bitions? Do we think Europe can go on in
definitely, or the whole wide world, half 
slave and half free? Down deep inside we 
sense that the answer is, "No." But what 
are we to do about it? 

You belong to this great organization and 
you come to this meeting primarily to get 
new ideas, make new contacts, learn new 
techniques ,or skills, that will enable you to 
carry on your own business more efficiently, 
more rewardingly. You want not only 
financial success, you want the deep satis
factions that come from producing goods 
or services that people need and getting 
them distributed as equitably and as eco
nomically as possible. You know that what 
happens in your ·business back home depends 
today more than ever on what happens in 
Washington. Your Government determines 
what you can do in your business, how much 
you can earn, how much you can keep of 
what you earn, how much what you are 
permitted to keep will buy. 

But decisions in Washington today depend 
more than ever on what happens in Cuba 
and Laos and the Congo and Algeria and 
Berlin. 

And what happens in those places depends 
to a greater extent than we have generally 
.reallzed on decisions made in Moscow and 
Peiping. 

And the declslons in Moscow and Peiping 
depend, I am sure, to a greater degree than 
we realize on what we in the United States 
do-what you and I do as businessmen, men 
in public life, professional men-or what 
they think we wlll do. 

Before any one of us is a businessman 'Or a 
physician we are citizens of this Republic. 
We are taxpayers. Most of us are parents. 
.And all of us are trustees of a way of doing 
things, a philosophy of Ufe, a set of values 
that are under cold, calculated, determined 
assault the whole world around. 

May I .suggest three simple forward steps 
we must take; three shifts in emphasis we 
must make in our thinking , .and in our 
actions if we are to deal 'as successfully with 
the problems of our day and generation as 
those who developed this land did with the 
problems of their day. 

The first is: We must gain a deeper under
standing of the conflict which shakes our 
world, the mightiest conflict in all or human 
history. · 

- We know that it is a conflict of arms. 
Whichever side wins the missile race can 
compel the other to surrender~ or perish. 
Because of 'Our moral restraints we have not 
and we would not use superior power for that 
purpose. But the other ~ide rejects all moral 
Testralnts and announces 'that if it gets such 

· superiority, 1t wfil use its power for that 
purpose. 

We are seeing more clearly th~n we have, I 
belleve, that it is also a conflict of economic 
systems. You have heard that discusslld this 
morning. Which wtll crack up first under 
this awful load? If we don't spend more and 
more to keep abreast In arms, we 'invite inse
,curity-and disaster. If we do spend more 
and more for arms, and for everything else 
that has been promised, we make sure a re
newal of inflation-and disaster. Either way 
-disaster. This is why Mr. Khrushchev 
smiles as he says, "We will bury you." 

We see that it is also a confiict of educa
tional systems. Which will produce not only 
the smartest. but the toughest minds? Out 
of some 400 graduates at one nf our Minne
apolis high schools a few years ago, the top 
5 honor students all came to this country 
since the end of World War II as the children 
of displaced persons. Do they have higher 
IQ's than our native-born Minnesota young
sters, mostly of Scandinavian ancllstry? Of 
course not. It is just that they appreciate 
their opportunities in this land and apply 
themselves. 

It is also a conflict ln scientific skills. 
Sputnik jarred us into realizing that we were 
behind. We began to work in earnest and 
are catching up. 

We are beginning belatedly to see that it 
Is a conflict not so much of weapons and 
wealth as of wills. Which .side will work 
the harder? Which has the stronger and 
steadier nerves? 

Still more fundamentally, it ls a conflict 
between two totally different philosophies 
of life, and therefore of government. Ours 
is based primarily on the importance of the 
individual human being; while the other is 
based on the importance of ,the masses-the 
individual does not count. 

Our society is based on the right of free 
individuals to join :voluntarlly .in free or
ganizations and associations to handle their 
problems and manage their affair~ to the 
extent that they can, whether those affairs 
be business, civic, .social, political. educa
tional, religious, or other interests. The 
other system denies individuals this .rlght of 
voluntary association. The state. or the 
Communist Party which runs the state, de
termines what the individual must or must 
not belong to; what he can and cannot do. 

Regularly and consistently, we must ad
mit, we have lost ground in this world con
flict during these 16 postwar years, prima
rily because we have failed or refused to do 
our homework, refused to study the nature 
or the Communist adversary and his philoso
phy. 

For example, because all of the govern
ments we have dealt with in previous pe
riods operated in terms of what their leaders 
believed to ·be their national interests, we 
·have assumed that Communist governments 
also operate on that basis, in terms of na-
tional interest. But it is not so. They op
erate in terms of the world revolution to
ward which they drive unceasingly-no mat
ter what the zlgs or the zags. 

Some of our leaders agreed to such things 
as a warm water port for the Soviet Union 
on the China Sea and Communist control 
of 100 milUon non-Russians in Eastern Eu
rope and East Germany in order to satisfy 
historic Russian aspirations and urges. This, 
they thought, would quiet Russian fears; 
Moscow would be satisfied and we would 
have a period of peaceful coexistence and 
competition with security and progress for 
all. Of course it did not happen that way. 
The Communists in Moscow are not .Russian 
nationalists; they are Communists, which 
means world revolutionists. 

For more than 30 years since I got out 
from 8 months under the Communists in 
China, I have been a poor salesman for one 
simple idea. The idea Is that Communists 
act' 11ke Communists. They do not act ac
cording to our concepts. They act the way 
they say they will act. We always insist on 
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projecting our commercial, political, and 
moral concepts into their minds, and then 
we get angry when they do not live by those 
standards. But: they have never said thell 
would do so; theY' have said .they are not. 
going to lfve by our standards.. 

Some Americans and cttizens of otheJ.! 
Western countries have argued fo:r years that 
we did not need to worry about Red China 
because, for example, the national intE'rests 
that the Chinese Communists supposedly 
have as Chinese', their concern for the wel
fare of the Chinese people, would inevitably 
lead them into confiict with Russian Com
munists. There is not a shred of evidence 
to support that wishful thinking. The Com
munists in Peiping are not Chinese patriots. 
They were born Chinese, they look like Chi
nese, they speak Chinese; but they are not 
Chinese, they are world ..revolutionists. They 
have starved Chinese people by the millions 
in order to export grain to carry on the world 
revolution. 

One way the simple idea might become 
fixed in our minds is to realize that com
munism is like a cancer. A cancer is a group 
of cells which, for some unexplained reason 
have rejected the law-abiding processes of 
growth. Communists, like all cancers, can
not stop with the organ where they began; 
they live only by encroaching on normal 
tissue that does not belong to them, and 
like all cancers, they spread in two ways
by direct extension through the basement 
membrane or the capsule of the organ (which 
corresponds to the boundary of a country) 
and by malignant cells lodging in other 
organs and eating them up from within. 
Doctors call those cancerous daughter growth 
metastases; in international politics, we call 
it subversion. We do not get angry with 
cancer, we Just recognize its nature and com
bat its spread. We do not expect cancer 
cells to act like normal cells; they act like 
cancer cells. 

Mr. Nehru, the leader of India, at one time 
sort of scold~d us because he felt we did not 
understand communism in Asia. We were too 
m111taristic and too imperialistic, so he said. 
He was sure he could deal with Chinese Com
munists because, he said, they were Asians. 
So he sat down with Chou En-lai, a good 
many years ago and worked out what they 
called the five principles of coexistence. The 
Chinese Communists used that agreement to 
keep India quiet and carrying the ball for 
them internationally, while they built their 
roads across Tibet, working day and night, 
and then they occupied the border& of India. 

Communists are not Asians, they are not 
Russians; they are world revolutionists. The 
real method by which they make- headway 
is to get Communists in all lands to under
mine their own countries. They get Ameri~ 
can Communists to work against America, 
discredit us abroad, make us lose faith in 
ourselves and our system here at home. 
They emphasize racial discrimination or 
slums here and equate those with mllllons 
in slave labor camps in Communist coun
tries. They want you and me to come to 
say, "After all, we have some things that 
are wrong too. There's not too much differ
ence." 

They try to get Mexican Communists to 
pull down Mexico and Cubans to pull down 
Cuba and Greeks to pull down Greece, from 
the inside. They get Koreans to try to de~ 
story Korean independence, and get Lao 
to try to make Laos subservient to the 
world revolution. Communists are not na
tionalists. 

Also, Communists are not capitalists. 
They do not produce and distribute goods 
and services in order to improve the lives 
of people, and make an honorable living 
in the process. They do not trade for com~ 
mercia! reasons. They trade for political 
reasons. How do you carry on trade with 
an organization or a regime or wfth persons 
for whom a signature has no validity, who 

make promises in order to break them? lf 
you cannot depend 'Up€)11 the signature on a 
contract or the signature on a checlt,. how: 
c!io you do business1 HO.w do you m~t . the 
prices of people who l>eliev:e that indlividual 
human befngs. ha-ve no rights or essential 
importance. Communist. competitors caD 
ta.ke reductfons in their prices out ot the 
hfdes of thei:tt workers. How do you mee.t 
that competition? 

To ca11ry on trade you have to have a com
mon set of ground rules that are accep.ted by 
both sides. We do not have them with 
Communists. It is like' a baseball team try-
mg to play with a football team on a tennis 
court. How do you do it? 

Again, Communists are not democrats in 
the sense or being interested in the wen
being and responsive oo the. wishes of their 
people, as democratically minded. govern- -
ments are. 

Communists are also not Christians. They 
do not believe in the Judea-Christian body 
of ethics on which our society is based
the Ten Commandments, the sacredness of 
life, the sanctity of the home, the pledged 
word, property, reputation, and so on. They 
openly declare they do not believe in those 
things. We cannot rightfully accuse Com
munists of betraying Christian values whicl:l 
they have never professed and which, in fact, 
they denounce. 

Still more fundame:Q.tal than any oi these, 
the world struggle is a conftict between two 
totally different concepts as to the nature 
of Man; which means of the Universe; and 
that means, of course, two different concepts 
as to the nature of Gael, or whether God is. 
It is a confiict of faiths. What do men really 
believe? What do we believe? What are we 
willing to. work for, and die !Ol!, if necessary?. 
This challenge to the basic assumptions on 
which our whole society, including- business, 
is founded involves the future of every per
son and of almost every institution in our 
land. 

Some years ago I heard the eminent Leba
nese philosopher, Dr. Charles Malik, recently 
president of the United Nations General As
sembly, say that when the Conference on 
Human Rights convened in Paris after World 
War II, the delegates spent several months 
trying, in vain, to agree on what man is. 
For how could they declare what the rights 
are to which a human being is entltled until 
they decided what a human being is·? 

Our society was founded by men who wrote 
as their concept of the nature of man, "We 
hold these truths to be self-evident, that all 
men are created • • •." They believed that 
there is a creator, that man is His child and 
therefore a part of the Creator, in the same 
way that your boy is a part o! you, and, 
therefore, has in him the capacity to become 
more and more like you, if he is willing to 
respond to your yearning quest of him. 

So, we believe that man has in him quali
ties and capabilities that are different from 
those possessed by any animal; he has some
thing of the Divine in him. He has theca
pacity to make moral judgments and inde
pendent declsions-"yes" or "no"-based on 
those moral judgments. 

The philosophy and faith of the Commu
nists denies all this. They deny that there 
ts a creator. They deny that there are such 
things as moral laws. such things as truth 
and falsehood, right and wrong, good and 
evfl; and they deny that man is by nature 
a moral being. They insist that man is 
merely the smartest of the animals, the ani
mal with the largest brain-no more. 

They believe, therefore, that just as the 
eminent Russian physiologist, Pavlov, dem
onstrated that he could take young dogs and, 
by consistent control of their environmental 
stimuli, could condition them to make pre
dictable, unvarying, automatic responses, so 
with human beings. The Communists be
Heve that you and r think we have con
sciences and the capacity to make moral 

judgments and independent decisions, only 
becaus~· we ha.ve been taught that we have 
SlllCh a. capacityr But if we were not taught 
it, we wouldno:thave it. 

Sa,. they Yeg:a.J:d it as. their mission to 
"'liliDerate.'' us. from what they believe to be 
th-e errons in our society, resulting from 
enrors: in our faith. 

'Fo "liberate" us from these errors, they 
mu&t first conquer the whole world. Only 
then can they abolish the institution of 
prtvate ownership of property which, they 
say-,. gives man the notion that he is a dis
tinct individual, with "inalienable rights" 
and importance as a person. 

They must remove the child from his par
ents' control or guidance--as is done now 
in Red China-before the parents can com
municate to: their own child the/ 'false" ideas __ 
regarding "man's nature which the parents 
in their chlldhaod received from their par
ents. The State will then rigidly control the 
ehild's environment and what goes into his 
mind. Such control will include the jam
ming- of any broadcasts of the Voice of 
America that might get across the idea to 
their youth that there is such a thing as a 
moral order in the universe and that man 
is a moral being endowed by his Creatorwith 
inalienable rights to life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness. 

Thus., they will condition the child to 
seek nothing for himself-because the indi
vidual does not count. They will teach him, 
so they say, to he cooperative and to desire 
only to serve the masses. Because no one 
Wtll then try to get anything from anyone 
else. there will be no more clashes. Police
men will not be needed. The state will 
wither away and the perfect society, with 
peace and. friendship, will be established 
everywhere. 

Do not underestimate the appeal of all 
this to the millions around the world who 
are just emerging from the Middle Ages, 
awakened by ourselves to a belief that they 
do not have to remain in ignorance, disease, 
poverty, squalor forever. The Communist 
docttine seems to give a quick answer to 
their needs and desires. 

There are holes in the argument, but they 
are so dedicated and so sure of themselves 
that after spending many hours listening to 
them expound their faith, as I have had to 
do, a person finds himself wondering whether 
they or we are right. 

Some in the free world will always ob
Ject that "they cannot change human na
ture." They reply "that there is no such 
thing as human nature; that human nature 
is what you make it. They say that capital
ism makes it selfish; communism will make 
it selfiess. Therefore, capitalism inevitably 
leads to clashes and war and that commu
nism and only communism can lead to 
peace. 

As they see it, they are missionaries work
ing to bring the world to "peace." They 
have a world doctrine; it requires world con
trol. They cannot be stopped by the offer
ing of a little concession in Laos or a deal 
in some other area of struggle. 

The reason why it has not been possible 
to get any real agreement with them in the 
past, whether at Yalta or in the United 
Nations, whether at Panmunjon or at Paris, 
whether in Laos or Cuba, is because they 
are not pursuing the same objectives as we 
are pursuing. We want peace; they want 
conquest. We want to end the struggle; 
they intend to win it. 

Why are they not pursuing the same ob
jectives as we? It is because they do not 
believe the same things as we believe--about 
man, about the universe, and about God. 

Many people still think that the world 
confiict with the Communists is like that 
between the two major political parties in 
America. Both parties want a good, happy, 
free, strong, prosperous, secure America. 
The d-ifference-and it is very real and has 
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been effectively pointed out here this morn
ing-is over which are the better ways to 
achieve those good objectives and keep 
them. But our conflict with the Commu
nists is not over different means toward the 
same ends; it is over the ends. It is not 
over which are the best way to attain the 
same good objectives; it is over objectives. 

It is absurd to expect them to recognize 
and safeguard the inalienable rights with 
which we believe man is endowed by his 
Creator, when they deny there is a Creator. 

The outcome will depend largely on how 
deeply we understand our adversary and 
how skillfully and with what dedication we 
work for our own faith as against theirs. 

This leads to my second suggestion: not 
only must we gain a deeper understanding 
of this world conflict and the nature of the 
adversary; it is equally urgent that we gain 
a deeper understanding of our own culture 
and heritage. 

For seven centuries, beginning with 
Magna Charta, our ancestors fought to re
strict the powers of government as the way 
to gain maximum freedom and dignity for 
every human being and thus to achieve a 
better life and society. "Liberalism" in 
those centuries meant winning for men the 
right to try to solve their problems on their 
own. 

Our forefathers came to this country not 
to get government to do things for them 
but to get a chance to do things for them
selves. They devised, for the first time on 
a major scale in all of human history, a 
system whereby people control government 
instead of government controlling people. It 
worked. It released the creative capacities 
previously unrecognized in all sorts of per
sons from all sorts of races, climes, and 
countries. It led to an unprecedented out
burst of creative energy, imagination, ef
fort, production, and progress. 

Why did that happen? Was it because 
Americans had some superior ability that 
the other 94 percent of the people of the 
world who had produced approximately the 
same amount of wealth did not have? Of 
course not. Was it because we had greater 
resources than they? No; for theirs in total 
were much greater than ours. Was it be
cause we were spared the destruction of 
two wars in a generation? That was a 
factor, but not the decisive one; the pat
tern of superior production here had been 
established before the wars came along. 
The basic reason was an economic system 
based primarily on the right of the indi
vidual, and on providing him opportunity 
and incentive to get ahead in accordance 
with his own ability and effort. 

And now it would seem we are supposed 
to be ashamed, or embarrassed, about the 
system which made it all possible and which 
the rest of the world so desperately needs, 
if it too is to produce and be free. 

I served on the Economic Committee of 
the General Assembly of the United Nations 
3 or 4 years ago, and most of the countries 
wanted to set up a multibillion dollar pro
gram of economic development around the 
world. They always wanted the United 
States to put up 50 percent of the capital. 
I would ask why one country should put up 
50 percent? They would answer, "Because 
you have 50 percent of the wealth." Then I 
would ask, "Why do we have half of the 
wealth? There must be some reason for that. 
Don't you sometimes wonder why 6 percent 
of the people of the world have produced 
half of the wealth and have distributed it 
more widely than all the other 94 percent 
put together? Maybe that is the secret you 
need. We can give you our wealth-which 
is a result. We can give you our goods; these 
also are a result. We can give you our tools; 
they are also a result. But what has led peo
ple here to develop the tools to produce the 
col1lmodities and the wealth?" 

That is what the world needs most from 
America-the cause, not just the result. 

That is the heritage and system which you 
and I also need to regain a deeper under
standing of. 

Some people today believe our Government 
should provide equal rewards to its citizens. 
Others of us believe the main function of a 
good government is to provide equal oppor
tunities for our citizens-not because we do 
not want the fullest possible rewards for our 
citizens, but precisely because we do want 
such rewards, and believe that is the best 
way to get them. 

Some sincere persons in our country, be
cause of their preoccupation with those who 
are unfortunate-and there will always be 
such-become so concerned about helping 
them that they think this is the primary, 
almost the sole function of a good society. 
Others, equally sincere, believe that the pri
mary concern of a good government is not 
handouts for the relatively few, but solvency 
for the many. For only as a society provides 
opportunity and incentive for the many to 
become solvent will there long be anything 
with which to help the unfortunate. 

In short, a good government will provide a 
floor below which no citizen is allowed to 
fall in hunger, disease, ignorance, or squalor. 
But it will not try in vain to build a bed on 
which all its citizens can rest without 
further need to struggle. 

The system of government-from-above
down always looks sq.,good at first. It hands 
out so much in apparent benefits, until it 
has used up the fat accumulated by pre
vious, more provident generations. The peo
ple are better off until they have lost their 
freedom, and then the benefits are soon gone 
too. 

Some time ago I read of a foreign student 
in one of our theological seminaries who was 
engaged to occupy a pulpit in Iowa during 
the pastor's summer vacation. In his first 
sermon, the student said that America must 
share her wealth with the world; whereupon 
the trustees of the church decided that for 
the remainder of the summer he should 
tassel corn rather than preach. His position 
was wholly understandable. The gap be
tween what he saw here and what he knew 
existed in so many other countries, was so 
great that his first reaction was to try to 
meet the needs of other peoples by dividing 
America's wealth with them. 

Now, if sharing our wealth with the~ 
would solve their problems, we should do it. 
But it would not solve their problems. Our 
wealth would soon be gone, and they would 
be little or no better off. It would weaken 
us and not strengthen them. For what the 
world needs most from us is not our wealth, 
but the secret of our wealth-which is the 
secret of our production. 

And what is the secret of our production? 
It is an economic system which provides 
opportunities and incentives for people to 
improve their condition in accordance with 
their own merit, their initiative and their 
effort. 

From what did that economic system 
come? It came from a political concept
the right and the importance of the individ
ual. 

And from what did that political concept 
come? It came from a religious faith-the 
conviction that every person is precious be
cause he is created by a Creator . He is a 
child of God. 

So it was because of the establishment 
here of a free society, based on a philosophy 
of government which, in turn, came from 
the Judea-Christian faith and its emphasis 
on the worth of the individual human being, 
that America came to be the land, the move
ment, of which we are trustees. It is our 
mission to preserve and to strengthen and 
to spread this heritage, not by coercion, but 
by persuasion and example. 

Lastly, it is not enough to gain a deeper 
understanding of our adversary and to re
gain a deeper understanding of ourselves 
and our philosophy and faith. We must de-

velop a deeper dedication to, and enthusiasm 
for, the things we believe. 

The outcome of this mighty conflict will 
be determined not by which philosophy or 
faith is true, but by which has the more 
dedicated disciples and the more convincing 
and contagious advocates. 

How can we get dynamic words to go 
along with our dynamic deeds? The Com
munists have such appealing and exciting 
words, however dishonest, to describe their 
deeds and their promises. It is not enough 
for us to have done wonderful things in our 
free society; we must find ways and words 
to explain and sell our ideas that will catch 
fire in people's minds and make our system 
as attractive and appealing in our day and 
generation as it was in the past. 

For, ladies and gentlemen, power comes 
not from an idea. It comes from the gen
eration of emotional commitment to an 
idea, to a cause. How completely do we 
believe it? How hard are we willing to 
work for it? That is the test. 

For a long time, as you know, many said, 
"Don't worry about communism; commu
nism regiments the human mind, and the 
human mind when regimented will not be 
creative." Well, that was a comforting 
thought. But a scientist is trained to in
sist that when an hypothesis will not ex
plain some indisputable facts, he has to 
reexamine the hypothesis. The indis
putable facts are that the Communist mind 
is extraordinarily creative; it has too fre
quently left us behind, right in the fields 
where we had sort of taken it for granted 
that we had a monopoly of superiority be
cause of our freedom. Maybe it is not just 
freedom which releases, challenges and calls 
into operation the creative capacities of the 
human mind and spirit. Maybe it is en
thusiasm; or-a better word--dedication. 

That is, it is not enough to know the 
truth, or even to write it out in a brilliant 
ad or discuss it in a monograph. We must 
give ourselves to it. Until we come to care 
as well as to know, not much will happen. 
We are like a wonderful automobile, a per
fect concept and machine, without any gas. 
It will not go. 

A couple of years ago a friend sent me 
a little book entitled "They Signed for Us." 
It was just a thumbnail sketch of the 56 men 
and their families who signed the Declara
tion of Independence, which has been quoted 
here this morning. They wrote, "For the 
support of this Declaration, we mutually 
pledge to each other"--did they say "our 
vacation, our occasional weekend, our spare 
change, or whatever is left after taking care 
of our other needs?" No, they wrote "For 
the support of this Declaration we pledge 
our lives, our fortunes, and our sacred 
honor." 

You may have forgotten that they did not 
sign the Declaration on July 4; they just 
voted it and then got away before they 
should get picked up as traitors by the 
British. They met secretly a month later 
and signed. Their names were not made 
public for 6 months. One of them never got 
back to his home through the whole war; 
the British had occupied it. Before one 
from New Jersey could get back to his home, 
the British had seized it, his sick wife and 
some of his children and thrown them into 
dungeons. They had pledged their lives 
and they gave them. 

They also pledged their fortunes; and they 
gave them. For example, the four who signed 
from New York were all rich. Two had vast 
ocean fleets. All of them were reduced to 
poverty. Not a man wavered. They had an 
idea; and they also had dedication to it. 
They had committed themselves to their 
faith. They had enthusiasm for their cause. 
And therefore they had power. 

We have come now to a showdown in this 
world struggle. It is intolerable that the 
United States should continue, like Gulliver's 
giant, to be bound down by so many small 
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restrictions here and there, mostly self
agreed to in di1ferent" times and situations, 
that the vast powers of this country for- the 
freedom of man are renderedi ineffective, al
most paralyzed, as we saw las1r week in Cuba. 

In ancient. times, the regulations that grew 
up around observance of the Sabbath,. each 
of which lmd a good point, had become so 
restrictive that. the Sabbath could not be. 
used for the benefit of man. Ways had to be 
found to modify or break through those regu
lations. Jesus had to break some of them, 
saying, ''The Sabbath was made for man and 
not man for the Sabbath." 

Similarly, the time has come when the 
United states-, born in freedom and dedicated 
to its preservation and extension, must find 
ways to support it. It is time for this Nation 
to announce a new doctrine, if. you please; 
namely, that whenever and wherever men's 
!reed.om Ia denied en- threatened and men are 
giving theilr lives for freedom, the United 
States cannot consider itself restrained or 
prevented by lesser considerations or com
mitments from using its every resource, as 
it deems necessary or effective, in support of 
freedom and man's struggle for it. 

When Abraham Lincoln signed the Eman
cipation Proclamation a case could be and 
was made that it was legally wrong. But it 
was morally right, and it was morally neces
sary. 

We toetmust again become free to-help men 
who are fighting for freedom. The greater 
commitments must take precedence over the 
lesser. First obligations-those to man
must again be- first. 

So we are once more at the brink. It is 
not because Kennedy wants to be at the 
brink, any more than Eisenhower and Dul
les wanted to be at the brink. The Com-

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSD-AY, J u LY 13, 196-1 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Reverend Don Jones, Sixth Pres

byterian Chu:rch~ Washington, D.C., of
fered the foll'owing prayer:-

0 God, our · heavenly Father, from 
whom we receive the gift of liberty and 
from whom we draw the power to govern 
one another, grant us Thy wisdom and 
Thy guidance as we consider these mat
ters before tiS'. W·e would not dare to 
presume to be aU-wise, but turn to Thee 
as our predeeessors did to reaffirm our 
need for divine knowledge. Deepen our 
faith, and grant us wisdom which is more 
than human to make our decisions. 

Bless our beloved Chaplain, we pray 
Thee, in his· time of loss and loneliness. 
As .he has ministered to us in our times 
of need, so may we express to him our 
deepest sympathy and support. May he 
find in this time of grief a closer walk 
with Thee, 0 Father, with whom he has 
walked through the years. May he find 
confirmation of his faith that Thy: gift 
to us in time of loss is the assurance that 
the ties· of love are never broken, even 
though we be separated in this physical 
world. Bless him and his family in the 
knowledge that Thou, 0 Lord, are the 
giver of life·, and the strength of those 
who suffer Ioss. In the name of Jesus 
Christ, we ask this prayer. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

munists pull us to the brink, tmtng us, 
·testing us. We have only two- courses: to 
stand firm at; tire bl:f.nk. Ol! weakly to go: o'\ter 
tlle bl!b:rk. Every time we ha,ve stood firm, 
nobody has gone 0ver the brink. Every timl: 
we have just stood by, wringing our handiJ 
while still more people were brough.t under 
Communist subjugation and enslavement by 
one devious means or another, we did not 
thereby prevent expansion of the con:fliet, 
we made it more certain. The enemy WllS' 

made stronger, we and our allies. weaker, and 
the ultimate atomic holocaust brought 
nearer. 

There is risk now if we stand firm at the 
brink, but there is hope. There is greater 
r isk if we do not stand firm-and no hope. 

So what America and the world needs most 
from us is that we recapture a faith in our 
faith comparable to the faith the Commu
nists have in theiT faith, comparable to the 
faith our forefathers had in theirs. 

With all my heart, I believe th&t the sys
tem o:t govemment by voluntary federation 
under law, which our fathers established 
here, represents the best set of political ideas 
ever put together in one place in the world's 
history. r think they are the hope of man
kind. The achieving of a world of freedom 
and peace and prosperity depends upon our 
understanding their true nature, making 
them work better here at home, and helping 
to spread them throughout the world with 
all our hearts and souls, as well as our minds. 

This world con:flict is not an old-fashioned 
struggle for control of land; it is a struggle 
for the control of man-the mind of man, 
the soul of man, the whole of man. It is 
total con:flict. Never did we in America face 
such a fundamental challenge to the ulti-· 
mate values of life. Never clid we have to 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

McGown, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate insists upon its amend
ment to the bill <H:R. 6845) entitled "An 
act to amend title 14 of the United States 
Code to provide for an expansion of the 
functions of the Coast Guard"; disagreed 
to by the House; agrees to the confer
ence ask·ed by the House on the disagree
ing votes or the two Housea thereon, and 
appoints Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. ENGLE, and 
M1·. BUTLER to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced tha·c the 
Senate disagrees· to the amendments of 
the House to the bill (S . . 857) entitled 
"An act to provide for the establishment 
of Cape Cod National Seashore," re
quests a conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and appoints Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. BIBLE, Mr. GRUENING, Mr. ALLOTT, 
and Mr. DwoasHAK to be the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

CAPE COD NATIONAL SEASHORE 
Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (Sr 857) to pro
vide for the establishment of Cape Cod 
National Seashore, with a House amend
ment thereto. insist on the House amend
ment, and agree to the ~onference asked 
by the Senate. 

The Clerk read the title- ef the bill. 
The SPEAKER ... Is. thele objection to 

the request. Of. the gentleman f:rom. Colo
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-

think so deeply and work so hard as we shall 
have too in the years. just ahead, if we are 
ta live tn freedOm and dignity and usefui
n.ee, or even to live at all. 

Om generation. cannot esca;pe the call to 
great dedication and heroic effort 1! we are 
to secure the blessings of liberty for ourselves 
and our posterity. And Without the bless
ings of' lib'erty, there are no others. 

John Foster Dulles, in his last appearance 
before my committee, said this: ".All through 
nature, whatever is in motion tends to pre
vail. If it is the drop of water that is in 
motion, it takes a long time but it prevails 
over the rock. If it is the rock that is in 
motion, very quickly it prevails and pene
trates the water." 

When our coun.try began, it was in motion. 
Men knew what they believed in; they gave 
their lives, their fortunes for it. They 
studied government. They organized to 
build the country. They set their goals 
and then gave themselves to achieving them. 
They were in motion. The whole world 
looked to America. Forty million people 
came here in one 5-decade period-not 
driven, but drawn. 

Now we have become rich and comfortable. 
We say we want peace. What most. of us 
really want is just to be left in peace. We 
are on the defensive. Where are we to make 
our stand? On the 40-yard line? The 10? 
The 2? 

At the same time, the Communists are on 
the offensive. They are lean and tough. 
They know what they want and they have 
slick, clever slogans, however dishonest, that 
appeal to youth and to newly independent 
peoples everywhere. ·They are on the march 
and they are winning. 

What can we do for America? Get our
selves and our faith once more in motion. 

pointa the following conferees: Messrs. 
ASPINALL, O'BRIEN of New York, RUTHER
FORD, SAYLOR, and KYL. 

FOREIGN AID 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there obJection 
ta the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

Thet:e was no objection. 
Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, if an 

authorization is approved for foreign aid, 
then I shall support a bill providing the 
appropriation for the amount necessary 
to discharge our commitments. 

May I say for the record that foreign 
aid is presently planned on a long-range 
basis. What the administration wants 
is not long-range planning; they have 
that. They want less scrutiny by the 
Cong,ress and the congressional com
mit tees. 

BILLS TO AMEND ANTI'l'RUST LAWS 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and ex.tend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

The:re was no objection. 
M~. CEL.LER. Mr. Speaker, I in

troduce at this time. four bills- to amend 
the antitrust la.ws-. These bills result 
from · c'ontiriuing investigations by the 
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